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The science curriculum is a focus of repeated reform in many countries. However, the 
enactment of such reforms within schools rarely reflects the intended outcomes of 
curriculum designers. This review considers what we know about the experiences and 
reflections of teachers in the enactment of externally driven school science curriculum 
ヴWaﾗヴﾏく けE┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Sヴｷ┗Wﾐげ signals a focus on studies of teachers who did not make a 
proactive choice to adopt a particular curriculum reform initiative. This is a very common 
experience for teachers in many school systems, and one likely to highlight issues of 
professionalism and authority that are central to the work of teachers. The review analyses 
34 relevant studies. These include studies of デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa national curriculum 
reform, and also studies focusing on more regional or local curriculum reform activities. The 
ゲデ┌SｷWゲ W┝;ﾏｷﾐW ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ デW;IｴWヴげゲ HWﾉｷWaゲが ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ﾐS ヴWaﾉWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ┘ｷデｴ 
curriculum reform, the response of teacher communities to reform (e.g. within school 
SWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデゲぶが ;ﾐS デW;IｴWヴゲげ ふ;ﾐS ﾗデｴWヴ ゲデ;ﾆWｴﾗﾉSWヴゲげぶ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ;Iヴﾗゲゲ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ゲ┞ゲデWﾏゲく A 
┘ｷSW ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa a;Iデﾗヴゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIｷﾐｪ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ ;ヴW ｷSWﾐデｷaｷWSく TｴWゲW ;ヴW Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴised 
ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉが ｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉ ;ﾐS W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆく TｴW ヴW┗ｷW┘ ;ﾉゲﾗ 
highlights issues of authority, professionalism and the process of meaning-making in 
response to external curriculum reform. The discussion section identifies important areas 
for future research and gives recommendations for the design of curriculum policies that 
recognise and support the professionalism of science teachers. 
  





There have been, and continue to be, persistent attempts to change the school science 
I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏく Tｴｷゲ Iﾗﾐゲデ;ﾐデ Iｴ;ﾐｪW ｷゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐW┗ｷデ;HﾉW ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏW ﾗa デｴW けIﾗﾐデWゲデWS デWヴヴ;ｷﾐげ ﾗa 
science curriculum policy, with changes reflecting shifting power and influence amongst 
various stakeholders (DeBoer, 2014, Fensham, 2009). These curriculum reforms have a 
significant impact on the work of teachers, and the classroom experiences of students. It is 
also clear that the enactment of curriculum reforms within schools and classrooms rarely 
reflects the intended outcomes of those designing the curriculum reform (Kahle, 2007). 
Thus, given the constancy of change, the significant impact on practice, and the mismatch 
between reform intention and teacher activity within schools, the formation and enactment 
of science curriculum reform is a major education policy issue. 
Collected handbooks on science education research tend to be structured around headings 
such as: student learning and conceptual change; science teaching; teacher education; 
curriculum and assessment; informal learning; literacy/language (e.g. Fraser et al., 2012, 
Lederman and Abell, 2014). Many of these sections include significant scholarship and 
debate around the purposes of school science education. However, there has been 
noticeably less research focusing on the processes of science education policy に its 
formation and enactment within schools. Indeed, deBoer goes further: けデｴWヴW ｷゲ ┗ｷヴデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾐﾗ 
literature in science education on how research affects policy, how policy affects practice, or 
how the personal values of teachers, parents, administrators, and students are relevant to 
ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ Wﾐ;IデﾏWﾐデ ﾗヴ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ (deBoer, 2011, p. 2).  This review addresses aspects of 
SWBﾗWヴげゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐゲ in the policy context of science curriculum reform by asking: what do we 
know from research studies about the experiences and reflections of teachers in the 
enactment of externally driven school science curriculum reform? けE┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Sヴｷ┗Wﾐげ signals 
a focus on studies of teachers who did not make a proactive choice to adopt a particular 
curriculum reform initiative; a common experience for many teachers. Whilst there have 
been previous reviews with a similar focus these have been smaller in scope, and are 
becoming dated (Aikenhead, 2006, Keys and Bryan, 2001, Anderson and Helms, 2001).  
In recent years there have been significant developments in the conceptualisation of the 
outcomes of externally driven school science curriculum reformく Aﾐ ｷﾐaﾉ┌Wﾐデｷ;ﾉ けゲデ;ｪW ﾏﾗSWﾉげ 
of educational innovation scale-up has been developed by the Institute of Educational 
Sciences, Department of Education in the US. An initial design stage is aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘WS H┞ けWaaｷI;I┞ 
ゲデ┌SｷWゲげ W┝;ﾏｷﾐｷﾐｪ ｷﾏヮ;Iデ ┌ﾐSWヴ a;┗ﾗ┌ヴ;HﾉW IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲが けWaaWIデｷ┗WﾐWゲゲ ゲデ┌SｷWゲげ ┌ﾐSWヴデ;ﾆWﾐ 
ｷﾐ ; Hヴﾗ;SWヴ ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa けデ┞ヮｷI;ﾉげ WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲが ;ﾐS ﾉ;ヴｪW-scale randomised controlled 
trials (Lee and Krajcik, 2012). A key focus ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ デｴWゲW ゲデ;ｪWゲ ｷゲ けaｷSWﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげき 
a measure of whether what the teacher does in the classroom is consistent with the 
ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ SW┗WﾉﾗヮWヴゲ ふOげDﾗﾐﾐWﾉﾉが ヲヰヰΒぶく TｴW WﾏヮｷヴｷI;ﾉ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗa ゲ┌Iｴ ゲデ┌SｷWゲ 
tends to be on student learning outcomes and fidelity of implementation by teachers (e.g. 
Lee et al, 2009). However, there is less attention given to examining in detail the 
experiences, motivations and reflections of teachers, and how these might change over 




time. By contrast Penuel and Fishman (2012) have emphasised the importance of studies 
that aim to learn from the variations of implementation of educational innovations across 
ゲWデデｷﾐｪゲく TｴW ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏWゲ ﾗa ゲ┌Iｴ けSWゲｷｪﾐ-H;ゲWS ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ヴWゲW;ヴIｴげ ふDBI‘ぶ ;ｷﾏ デﾗ 
support curriculum dW┗WﾉﾗヮWヴゲ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾉW;SWヴゲ デﾗ けaﾗI┌ゲ デｴWｷヴ Waaﾗヴデゲ 
on helping teachers make productive adaptations of materials by being responsive to 
ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ふヮヲΒヴぶく TｴW ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デWﾐWゲゲ ﾗa ; ゲデrong focus on fidelity of instruction is also 
challenged by accounts of curriculum enactment that emphasise the inevitable role of 
teachers in enacting external curriculum reforms in their educational contexts (Ball et al., 
2011, McKenney et al., 2006). These perspectives see curriculum reform policy as 
constituted in the developing activities of teachers as they enact policy texts in specific 
settings. Thus, the detail of implementation is the necessary responsibility of the teacher, 
ヴ;デｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ I;ﾐ HW ヮヴWゲWﾐデWS デﾗ デｴW デW;IｴWヴ aﾗヴ デｴWﾏ デﾗ けSWﾉｷ┗Wヴげく Tｴｷゲ 
review focuses specifically on the findings of empirical studies which include detailed data 
collection and analysis of the developing experiences, motivations and reflections of 
teachers as they respond to externally driven science curriculum reform. 
A focus on science in particular raises distinctive issues that are less significant in many 
other curriculum subject areas. Science is a compulsory school subject in most countries, 
typically alongside study of official country language(s) and mathematics. Thus school 
science has a privileged and distinctive status and is therefore prominent within the school 
curriculum (e.g. in terms of curriculum time, resource allocation). Alongside literacy and 
mathematics, science education is often linked to economic progress, giving it a broader and 
highly political significance (National Academy of Sciences, 2010). Indeed, pronouncements 
ﾗa ゲIｷWﾐIW WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ﾗaデWﾐ ;ヮヮW;ヴ ﾏﾗヴW ;ゲ WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ヮﾗﾉｷI┞が ;ゲ ｷﾐ けE┌ヴﾗヮW ﾐWWSゲ ﾏﾗヴW 
ゲIｷWﾐデｷゲデゲげ (European Commission, 2004). Thus, science is a school subject with many 
differing stakeholders and is therefore subject to continual and varied school curriculum 
reform initiatives. This often results in very powerful and visible accountability mechanisms, 
such as the publicatｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けﾉW;ｪ┌W デ;HﾉWゲげ ﾗa ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉゲ in England based on student attainment 
outcomes. Furthermore, curriculum reforms have often involved significant shifts in the 
scope of science as a school subject, for example introducing teaching/learning about the 
history and philosophy of science, or decision making in the context of social issues with a 
science dimension (Donnelly and Ryder, 2011). Such shifts are characterised by McKenney 
et al. (2006) ;ゲ ; ゲWヴｷWゲ ﾗa け┘;┗Wゲげ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWﾐW┘;ﾉ ふヮ. 71). These changes in the 
representation ﾗa けデｴWｷヴげ ゲ┌HﾃWIデ within schooling ｴ;┗W ﾏ;ﾃﾗヴ ｷﾏヮﾉｷI;デｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
identities as professionals (Luehmann, 2007). Another distinctive feature of science is the 
dynamic nature of the subject itself に with topics such as nanotechnology and 
bioinformatics filtering down from contemporary professional science into the school 
science curriculum (Gelbart and Yarden, 2006, Hingant and Albe, 2010). Thus, teachers of 
science are experiencing continual and significant reform of the school curriculum (often as 
a result of reform goals driven by external stakeholders) over which they have little, if any, 
control.  





Scope of the review 
This review examines empirical studies that include an in-depth aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
experiences of, and reflections on, externally driven science curriculum reform. These 
studies typically use extended interviews with teachers to probe their personal teaching 
goals and how these interact with curriculum reform enactment, and also their reflections 
on broader influences on this enactment from within their school and beyond. Such studies 
go beyond classroom observation data typical of fidelity of implementation studies (Plass et 
al., 2012). They focus on why teachers respond as they do, rather than simply what they do 
in the classroom. Furthermore, the review does not include studies that provide surface-
ﾉW┗Wﾉ ｷﾐゲｷｪｴデゲ ｷﾐデﾗ デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲが aﾗヴ W┝;ﾏple through largely closed-response 
written questionnaire surveys (e.g. King, 2001). Allowable contexts of science curriculum 
reform are broadly interpreted. Content-focused reforms that emphasise distinctive 
curriculum areas, such as the nature of science and/or socio-scientific issues, are included. 
In addition broader reforms that involve shifts in both content and pedagogy are also 
considered, for example reforms encouragｷﾐｪ デW;IｴWヴゲ デﾗ ;Sﾗヮデ けゲIｷWﾐIW Wnquir┞げ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ 
in the classroom. This results in a wide range of curriculum reform contexts. In many cases 
the reform introduces changes to statutory national specifications of curriculum content. In 
other cases the reform is focused on teachers using designed lesson plans and associated 
resources within a single topic area. However, the key characteristic for this review was that 
teachers had to experience these reforms as external to their workplace. Here external is 
operationalised in terms of three, overlapping, required criteria: a) the origin of the reform 
is external to the school (e.g. a national curriculum policy); b) the development of the 
reform did not involve the teacher (e.g. teachers were not part of a school-based 
development group working with a local university); c) the authority of adoption is external 
to the teacher (i.e. the teachers in the study did not proactively choose to adopt the reform; 
rather this decision was made at national/state/district level, or by other teachers within 
their school).  
Application of these criteria leads to the exclusion of many studies of teacher change within 
curriculum reform projects. Criterion (a) excludes studies of teacher change arising from in-
school curriculum development activity; contexts shown to often result in significant and 
sustained curriculum change (e.g. Bulte and Seller, 2010). Criterion (b) excludes the many 
studies of the enactment of curriculum materials by teachers involved in a curriculum 
development group co-ordinated by a local university (e.g. Ametller et al., 2007, Rivet and 
Krajcik, 2004). Finally, criterion (c) excludes studies of the experiences of teachers who have 
proactively chosen to adopt a curriculum package developed elsewhere. This is a common 
IﾗﾐデW┝デ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ Iｴ;ﾐｪWく Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが デｴWヴW ;re many studies 
of teachers and whole departments pro-actively adopting curriculum reform initiatives 
often including involvement in an extensive professional development programme (e.g. 
Hewson et al., 2001, Enfield et al., 2008, Banilower et al., 2007, Sato et al., 2005). One 




challenge in identifying studies for this review was that many studies do not elaborate on 
デｴW ヮヴﾗIWゲゲWゲ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ┘ｴｷIｴ ; ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ SWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデ けIｴﾗﾗゲWゲげ デﾗ ;Sﾗヮデ ; I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ 
package. For example, was the けchoiceげ largely influenced by a charismatic head of 
department, or a small group of teachers enthusiastic about the reform? In such cases at 
least some of the teachers in these schools will indeed be experiencing the reform as 
external. The emphasis in this review is on studies in which it is clear that at least some of 
the teachers involved did not proactively choose to adopt the reform. 
Although they lead to the exclusion of many curriculum development and teacher change 
studies, the three けW┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉげ criteria are highly significant for schools and the teachers within 
them. Reforms experienced as external may work against the personal concerns and goals 
of teachers; perspectives that are fundamental to their practice (Goodson, 2013). Such 
reforms may also clash with the priorities, activities and ethos of schools, interacting in 
complex ways over time with local constraints and affordances within these social 
organisations (Cuban, 1995). TW;IｴWヴゲげ ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ;┌デﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ ﾏ;┞ ;ﾉゲﾗ HW 
challenged by curriculum reforms experienced as external. Of course, in many cases 
teachers may immediately, or over time, embrace externally driven curriculum reform 
initiatives, taking ownership of the reform. However, such a response is not universal, and 
even then the process of enactment is rarely, if ever, a simple process of adoption of pre-
formed curriculum initiatives (Ball et al., 2011, Lynch et al., 2012). For these reasons the 
distinctive focus in this review ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ externally driven curriculum reform 
is much-needed, with the potential for insights of broad significance for future curriculum 
reform and the role of teacher professionalism, accountability and autonomy within the 
reform process. 
 
Methods of selection and analysis  
The main focus is on studies published since 2000, thereby building upon two similar 
reviews published in 2001 (Keys and Bryan, 2001, Anderson and Helms, 2001). However, 
several earlier studies with a particularly ゲデヴﾗﾐｪ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa external 
reforms are included to provide an historical background. In doing so it is recognised that 
studies from the 1980s and 1990s may be set in policy contexts very different from today, 
particularly with respect to the prevalence of national or state-wide testing regimes and 
international league tables based on student attainment. 
 
The main sources of empirical studies are peer-reviewed journals, with some books and 
edited collections. Initial feasibility and scoping activity identified a set of commonly-
referenced studies (e.g. Cronin-Jones, 1991, Leander and Osborne, 2008, Olson, 1981, 
Roehrig et al., 2007). References to other literature within these studies identified 
additional sources. This resulted in around 25 relevant studies. A more formal web-based 
search was then conducted using Web of Science and ERIC. Journal-specific searches were 
also conducted, e.g. Journal of Curriculum Studies, Curriculum Journal, Curriculum Inquiry. 




Examples of keyword and title searches include: scien* AND national curric*; scien* AND 
implement*; curric* reform; teach* AND reform etc. However, given the breadth of reform 
contexts, it is likely that many relevant studies have not been included in this review, 
particularly those better known within specific countries. In part, one purpose of this review 
ｷゲ デﾗ ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデ デｴW ゲｷｪﾐｷaｷI;ﾐIW ﾗa W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Sヴｷ┗Wﾐ ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ aﾗヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆが ;ﾐS デﾗ 
encourage readers to highlight and draw together relevant studies in future publications. 
 
Many publications fitting the search criteria were excluded because the study included 
insufficient, or poor quality, insights ｷﾐデﾗ デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲが or because insufficient 
detail was provided about the extent to which the teachers involved were external to the 
reform. The final 34 studies are each explicit that teachers involved were experiencing the 
curriculum reform as external following the three criteria introduced earlier. For some 
studies only a sub-set of the teachers involved were experiencing the reform as external. In 
such cases, the analysis here draws only on insights from these teachers. 
 
Table 1 provides an overview of the 34 studies. Notes on the nature of the curriculum 
reform demonstrate the broad range of reform contexts included in this review. In a few 
cases the reform context is not explicitly labelled by the authors as science (e.g. geography 
ｷﾐ Cﾗデデﾗﾐが ヲヰヰヶき けｴW;ﾉデｴ ;ﾐS ヮｴ┞ゲｷI;ﾉ WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐげ ｷﾐ Kirk and MacDonald, 2001). However, 
closer reading shows that science content features strongly in these studies. The curriculum 
notes in Table 1 draw heavily upon reform descriptions used by study authors. For example, 
references to scientific literacy, epistemology of science, nature of science, science enquiry, 
activity-based pedagogy and constructivism reflect the terminology and related conceptual 
frameworks used in the studies. One notable outcome of this analysis is that many studies 
of teacher experiences of reform provide limited elaboration of the nature of the reform 
itself.  
 
Roberts (1988) has provided an oft-cited characterisation of the varying purposes of science 
WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ゲW┗Wﾐ けI┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲWゲげく TｴWゲW I;ﾐ HW ┌ゲWS デﾗ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSW ; Hヴﾗ;S 
overview of the focus of the curriculum reforms in Table 1. Overall, there is a prevalence of 
reforms reflecting thW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲWゲ けゲIｷWﾐIWが デWIｴﾐﾗﾉﾗｪ┞が SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲげが けゲIｷWﾐデｷaｷI ゲﾆｷﾉﾉ 
SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデげ ;ﾐS けゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴW ﾗa ゲIｷWﾐIWげく Iﾐ Iﾗﾐデヴ;ゲデが I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲWゲ けIﾗヴヴWIデ 
W┝ヮﾉ;ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ ;ﾐS けゲﾗﾉｷS aﾗ┌ﾐS;デｷﾗﾐげ ;ヴW ﾏ┌Iｴ ﾉWゲゲ W┗ｷSWﾐデく TｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ many of the 
studies tend to reflect the goals of scientific literacy (Roberts and Bybee, 2014), and the 
increasing humanisation of the school science curriculum (Donnelly and Ryder, 2011). The 
studies also reflect a broad range of implementation contexts. In some cases teachers 
┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ゲIｷWﾐIW SWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデゲ ;ヴW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐSｷﾐｪ デﾗ ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ けﾗﾐ デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐげ ┘ｷデｴﾗ┌デ W┝ヮﾉｷIｷデ 
support or guidance from others (e.g. in response to national curriculum reforms as in Lunn 
and Solomon, 2000). In other cases teachers are working with けﾏWSｷ;デﾗヴゲげ ﾗa ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ┘ﾗヴﾆｷﾐｪ 
within schools as explored in a later section (e.g. Leander and Osborne, 2008).  
 




Nine of the studies are set within the primary sector (up to age 11), 20 within secondary 
(age 11-16) and five within upper-secondary (age 16-18). The studies have a broad 
geographical scope but with a significant emphasis on the US (12) and countries within 
Europe (13). Only two countries (South Africa and Singapore) are not within the OECD 
country grouping. The prevalence of the US (12), England (7), Scotland (3) and Australia (3) 
reflects the focus here on studies published in English. Future reviews could usefully draw 
upon additional studies within specific countries which tend to be published nationally 
rather than internationally and are often written in languages other than English.  
 
For each empirical study the author compiled notes addressing the following issues: details 
of reform context; study methodology and design; theoretical perspectives drawn upon 
and/or developed; and findings relevant to the focus of the review. This was followed by 
analysis of the notes on research outcomes across all of the studies. The purpose of this 
cross-study reading was to identify a smaller set of themes that captured the main 
outcomes from the 34 studies. This resulted in the following analytical themes: 1) the range 
of factors influencing teacher response; 2) issues of authority and professionalism; 3) 
デW;IｴWヴ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW ;ゲ けﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪげ. 
 
All of the studies addressed the first theme: factors influencing teacher response. In some 
cases this was an explicit outcome of systematic analysis by the study authors (e.g. 
Fernandez et al., 2008, Miller et al., 2010, Ryder and Banner, 2013). In other cases these 
factors could be seen within quotes and associated analytic themes. Fewer studies focused 
on the second theme: analysis of teacher authority and professionalism. However, in most 
of these studies this theme was identified explicitly by the study authors, for example 
け;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ;デｷ┗W science curriculum stand;ヴSゲ ;ゲ H;ヴヴｷWヴゲ デﾗ デW;Iｴｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪげ ｷﾐ デｴW デｷデﾉW 
ﾗa W;ﾉﾉ;IW ふヲヰヱヲぶが けゲIｷWﾐIW デW;IｴWヴ ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲﾏ ;ﾐS “Iヱげ ;ゲ ; ゲWIデｷﾗﾐ ｴW;Sｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ 
Donnelly et al. (1996) (p. 218). Only five of the 34 studies focussed explicitly on the third 
theme: デW;IｴWヴ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW ;ゲ けﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪげく   
 
The following section provides an overview of the different methodologies followed in the 
34 studies. To support this section Table 1 provides short notes on research methods used 
for each study. This is followed by individual sections elaborating on each of the three 
analytical themes. For the second and third themes all relevant studies are cited, with 
selected exemplar studies discussed in more detail.  
 
 
Reflections on methodology followed within the studies 
The designs of each of the 34 studies reflect many distinct methodological commitments. 
TｴWゲW ヴW┗W;ﾉ デｴW SｷaaWヴｷﾐｪ ┘;┞ゲ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;┌デｴﾗヴゲ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲW デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa 
curriculum reform. Many studies focus on individual teacher beliefs or identity and how 
these frame responses to external science curriculum reform. Other studies consider 




working practices amongst teachers within a school science department as a significant 
aW;デ┌ヴW ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏが Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa ゲocial 
interaction with peers, and associated power relations, in framing teacher experiences of 
reforms. Finally, several studies analyse the responses of actors beyond the school 
environment, and/or between several schools within a local school system, locating 
ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ デW;IｴWヴげゲ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; ﾏﾗヴW ゲ┞ゲデWﾏｷI ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗Wく TｴW ;ｷﾏ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ゲWIデｷﾗﾐ 
is to draw out the significance of these differing methodological commitments for the kinds 
ﾗa ｷゲゲ┌Wゲ ﾉｷﾆWﾉ┞ デﾗ ヮヴWSﾗﾏｷﾐ;デW ｷﾐ ;ﾐ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWriences. 
 
The individual teacher  
In an early study of curriculum enactment Cronin-Jones (1991) examines two middle school 
デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデｷﾐｪ ; ヲヰ-lesson curriculum package on wildlife 
conservation in the US state of Georgia. The study draws upon researcher field notes and 
teacher interviews conducted over a six week period. Analysis identifies the salience of four 
areas of teacher beliefs for their enactment of the externally designed curriculum package: 
how students learn; teacher role in the classroom; student ability levels; and the relative 
importance of content topics. As an example of the latter, one of the case study teachers, 
Shelley, is reported to have resisted aspects of the curriculum package addressing values 
;ﾐS ;デデｷデ┌SWゲ ゲｷﾐIWが aﾗヴ ｴWヴが けa;Iデ ;Iケ┌ｷゲｷデｷﾗﾐげが ┗ﾗI;H┌ﾉ;ヴ┞ ;ﾐS SWaｷﾐｷデｷﾗﾐゲ ┘WヴW デｴW ﾏﾗゲデ 
important curriculum foci.  Similarly, Cotton (2006) ｷSWﾐデｷaｷWゲ デｴW ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐIW ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
beliefs for their responses to a requirement to teach controversial environmental issues 
ふWくｪく ｷﾐSｷｪWﾐﾗ┌ゲ ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ﾉ;ﾐS ヴｷｪｴデゲ ｷﾐ ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ヴ;ｷﾐaﾗヴWゲデぶく Tｴｷゲ ゲデ┌S┞ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗Wゲ ; ゲWヴｷWゲ ﾗa 
interviews over two years with three teachers working in different secondary schools in the 
UK. The study identifies a mismatch between the external curriculum emphasis on 
けヮヴﾗﾏﾗデｷﾐｪげ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ｪﾗ;ﾉゲ ;ﾐS デｴWゲW デW;IｴWヴゲげ SWゲｷヴWゲ デﾗ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSW ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲ ┘ｷデｴ ; 
けﾐW┌デヴ;ﾉげ ﾗヴ H;ﾉ;ﾐIWS ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗W ﾗﾐ デｴWゲW ｷゲゲ┌Wゲく Iﾐ Hﾗデｴ ﾗa デｴWゲW ゲデ┌SｷWゲが ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ ｷﾐ 
Cronin-Jones (1991), teacher beliefs are presented as coherent and fixed. These studies 
provide limited consideration of how such beliefs may have changed, and be changing, over 
time. Furthermore, whilst the factors underpinning these developing beliefs are evident in 
many of the teacher quotes provided (e.g. the focus of external assessment procedures) 
such factors are not reported in detail, or emphasised as analytical outcomes. 
 
Mitchener and Anderson (1989) ｷゲ ;ﾐﾗデｴWヴ W;ヴﾉ┞ ゲデ┌S┞ けW┝;ﾏｷﾐｷﾐｪ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW 
デW;IｴWヴゲげ aヴ;ﾏW ﾗa ヴWaWヴWﾐIWげ ふヮ. 352). They provide case studies of how 14 teachers across 
two secondary schools enact an innovative science-technology-society (STS) curriculum over 
six months in a suburban area of Denver, in the US state of Colorado. Teachers are 
characterised as accepting, altering or rejecting the reform. This typology of response 
follows similar schemes provided in other studies (Kim et al., 2013, Roehrig et al., 2007). 
Mitchener and Anderson (1989) do not examine teacher response as a process that may be 
developing over time (e.g. from initially accepting to beginning to alter, or initially altering 
but now rejecting). In contrast, such processes are evident in many more other studies cited 




later in this review. Mitchener and Anderson (1989) do provide a set of themes that feature 
ｷﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWaﾉWIデｷﾗﾐゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐｷﾐｪ デｴW “T“ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏく “W┗Wヴ;ﾉ ﾗa デｴWゲW デｴWﾏWゲ aW;デ┌ヴW 
strongly within subsequent studies of curriculum reform responses: concern about the 
changing nature of curriculum content; uncertainty around appropriate assessment 
practices; the challenge of matching differing student needs; and confusion over the role of 
the teacher.  
 
Several studies focus on individual teachers through the lens of teacher identity (e.g. Kirk 
and MacDonald, 2001, Leander and Osborne, 2008, Ryder and Banner, 2013). For example, 
Ryder and Banner (2013) analyse interviews with 22 teachers from 19 schools in England. 
These teachers are responding to a statutory national curriculum reform that emphasises 
the teaching of socio-scientific issues and the nature of science, alongside the teaching of 
canonical science knowledge. Several of these teachers expressed strong commitments to 
ゲヮWIｷaｷI ｷSWﾐデｷデｷWゲぎ けデｴW ﾆｷﾐS ﾗa ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ ﾗﾐW ｷゲ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲWS ;ゲ HWｷﾐｪげ (Gee, 2001, p. 99). For 
W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが ﾗﾐW デW;IｴWヴ ゲデ;デWSぎ けIげﾏ ; ゲIｷWﾐデｷゲデ ;ﾐS I ﾉｷﾆW デｴW ゲIｷWﾐIWげく ‘WaﾉWIデｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ ｴｷゲ 
enactment of the national curriculum reform this teacher emphasised the importance of 
teaching canonical science knowledge; he was sceptical about the inclusion of socio-
ゲIｷWﾐデｷaｷI ｷゲゲ┌Wゲく B┞ Iﾗﾐデヴ;ゲデが ; ゲWIﾗﾐS デW;IｴWヴ ゲデ;デWS デｴ;デ けデｴW ゲIｷWﾐIW ;ゲヮWIデ ﾗa ｷデ ｷゲ ゲﾗヴデ ﾗa 
; ﾏW;ﾐゲ デﾗ ;ﾐ WﾐS aﾗヴ ﾏW ふぐぶ ｷデげゲ デｴW デW;ching aspect of it I enjoy rather than the sciencWげが 
primarily identifying as a teacher rather than a scientist. This is consistent with his main 
concern of how the revised curriculum impacts on student motivation, rather than the 
changes to the science content. However, there is limited consideration in these studies of 
how identity can be seen as, at least in part, constituted by social and institutional 
structures, rather than simply an individual characteristic of the teacher (Luehmann, 2007, 
Day et al., 2006). 
 
Teachers working within departmental groups 
In contrast to studies that consider individual teacher beliefs or identity and how these 
frame responses to external science curriculum reform, several studies focus explicitly on 
how the enactment of an external curriculum reform is reflected in, or mediated by, teacher 
interaction within school science departments (e.g. Melville, 2008, Rigano and Ritchie, 
2003), often with an emphasis on leadership practices (e.g. Larkin et al., 2009, Melville et al., 
2011)く HWヴW ;ﾐ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ デW;IｴWヴげゲ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIW ﾗa ; ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ｷゲ ﾉﾗI;デWS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; SWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ 
response; as constituted through social interactions. 
 
Melville (2008) is a striking example. Rather than the more typical use of teacher interviews, 
the main data in this study are audio recordings of regular school science department 
meetings over a two year period, supplemented by school documents (e.g. school 
newsletters). These secondary school teachers are enacting a cross-curricular emphasis on 
けEゲゲWﾐデｷ;ﾉ LW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪゲげ (thinking, communicating, personal futures, social responsibility, world 
a┌デ┌ヴWゲぶ ｷﾐ デｴW ゲデ;デW ﾗa T;ゲﾏ;ﾐｷ;が A┌ゲデヴ;ﾉｷ;く TｴW Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲ ｷゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW けヮヴﾗIWゲゲWゲ H┞ which 




science teachers attempted to negotiate a sense of meaning for the reforms within their 
┘ﾗヴﾆ IﾗﾐデW┝デげ ふヮ. 1185). A key contribution of this study is its use of narrative methodology 
to elucidate the importance of language within the reform process, emphasising the 
ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ ﾗa ; けﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI Sｷゲデ;ﾐIWげ HWデ┘WWﾐ デｴW ﾗaデWﾐ ┗;ｪ┌W ;ﾐS ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ﾗa デｴW 
Essential Learnings reform and the precise, contextualised language of science. By 
examining group working practices over two years this study demonstrates how meaning 
making around this external reform was a collective process over time. Melville argues that 
too many studies focus on teacher change as solely involving the development of teacher 
knowledge and beliefs, and that studies do not engage sufficiWﾐデﾉ┞ ┘ｷデｴ けデｴW ｷﾐデWﾐゲWﾉ┞ 
I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ﾐ;デ┌ヴW ﾗa デW;Iｴｷﾐｪげ ふヮ. 1187). The longitudinal data collection design also provided 
the opportunity to track changing responses to the curriculum reform. For example けﾗﾐW ﾗa 
the harshest critics of the Essential Learnings [reform]げ ふヮ. 1194) changed his/her view as a 
result of involvement in a school-wide event to showcase the outcomes of student research 
in science.  
 
Melville et al. (2011) and Rigano and Ritchie (2003) focus particularly on the role of science 
department leaders in the context of a school response to external curriculum reform. 
These studies again emphasise the enactment of reform as a collective endeavour, but also 
highlight the key role of departmental leader. Rigano and Ritchie (2003) describe how Mr 
Murphy, a radical and innovative science department head, worked with more conservative 
and traditionally-minded teachers in his department to enact the student-centred 
approaches associated with a reform of the junior science curriculum in Queensland, 
Australia. The study shows how Mr Murphy drew upon internal resources within the school, 
such as a sympathetic school principal and supportive student voices, to negotiate around 
potential barriers to reform over time.  In two case studies, based on retrospective 
narratives in the context of enquiry-oriented reforms in Ontario Canada, Melville et al. 
(2011) demonstrate the key role of the departmental leader in framing a school response to 
reform. Both leaders emphasise the role of departmental collegiality in the enactment of 
reform. Indeed, the external imposition of reform appears to have encouraged enhanced 
IﾗﾉﾉWｪｷ;ﾉｷデ┞ぎ け┘W SｷSﾐげデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｴﾗ┘ デﾗ ｪﾗ ;Hﾗ┌デ ｷデが ゲﾗ ┘W ゲデ;ヴデWS デ;ﾉﾆｷﾐｪげ ふヮ. 2282). These 
interactions appeared to support meaning making around the reform, as reported by one 
ｴW;S ﾗa SWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデが D;ﾐぎ けｷデげゲ デｴW Iﾗﾐ┗Wヴゲ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪゲデ デW;IｴWヴゲ デｴ;デ HヴｷSｪW デｴW 
デｴWﾗヴ┞っヮヴ;IデｷIW ｪ;ヮげ ふヮ. 2283). Again, the extended timescale in these analyses (several 
years) results in identification of the processes through which these leaders and teachers 
negotiate and utilise internal school structures in their enactment of external reform. 
 
Systemic analyses 
Several studies consider the role of actors beyond the school environment, sometimes 
across schools within a local school system (e.g. Kelly and Staver, 2005, Penuel et al., 2009, 
Roehrig et al., 2007, Teo, 2012). For example, Roehrig et al. (2007) examine the response of 
several high schools within an urban school district (Ocean Valley) in the US. This district is 




implementing the National Science Foundation (NSF) funded Living by Chemistry curriculum 
package, characterised by real-world contexts and learning by enquiry. The study involved 
27 teachers across 12 schools, within the 15-school district. Each teacher was observed 6-8 
times over one year, with a terminal interview. Part of the analysis in this study focuses on 
the role of administrators assigned to six of the schools (those with low academic 
performance) to supervise the enactment of Living by Chemistry in the science department. 
In some cases these administrators were ineffective in supporting teachers. However, in 
ゲﾗﾏW ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉゲ デｴW┞ ┘WヴW ;HﾉW デﾗ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ デｴW SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾗa ;Iデｷ┗W けヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪ 
Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデｷWゲげ ふヮ. 902), leading to effective enactment of the curriculum scheme. The Ocean 
Valley study also provides striking examples, in four schools, of the ways in which distinct 
ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ ﾗヮWヴ;デｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ;デ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏW ふけIﾗﾐI┌ヴヴWﾐデ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ｷﾐｷデｷ;デｷ┗Wゲげぶ I;ﾐ 
interact to either support or constrain the enactment of a specific reform like Living by 
Chemistry. For example, a policy requirement to improve standardised test scores in specific 
schools led to whole school leaders in some schools questioning the け;I;SWﾏｷI ヴｷｪﾗヴげ ﾗa デhe 
Living by Chemistry curriculum, leading to a very limited enactment of many of the 
distinctive features of the curriculum package. 
 
Penuel et al. (2009) consider the enactment of another NSF-funded curriculum package in 
the US state of Alabama. The GLOBE reform initiative provides curriculum materials, and an 
online database, for the teaching of earth sciences for students up to eighth grade. In 
contrast to the largely interview-based approaches of other studies, this study provides a 
detailed examination of teacher experiences through questionnaire responses from 225 
teachers across 51 schools. Analysis includes descriptive statistics and multilevel linear 
modelling techniques to examine, for example, the relationship between individual 
デW;IｴWヴげゲ ヮWヴIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヮ;Iﾆ;ｪW ;ﾐS デｴWｷヴ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデく OﾐW 
ゲデヴｷﾆｷﾐｪ aｷﾐSｷﾐｪ ｷゲ デｴ;デぎ けヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ｴ;S ﾉｷデデﾉW ｷﾏヮ;Iデ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヮWヴIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ 
ぷﾗa デｴW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏへ ﾗヴ ﾗﾐ ヮヴﾗデﾗIﾗﾉ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ ふヮ. 671). Professional development 
activity included workshops and access to mentors for classroom-based support. This 
finding runs against the common assumption that an approヮヴｷ;デW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ けa;ｷﾉWSげ 
curriculum implementation is more professional development activities for teachers. Penuel 
et al. (2009) argue that what is missing here is a closer consideration of the distinctive needs 
of teachers and schools working in different contexts. Consistent with this argument, their 
study found that longer time allocated within schools for planning their response to the 
GLOBE reform was linked with improved teacher perceptions of curriculum implementation.  
 
Teo (2012) provides a distinctive example of a systemic scope in the analysis of curriculum 
reform enactment. This is a case study of the experiences of a school teacher, Donald, as he 
enacted an enquiry-based advanced chemistry curriculum in the US. Observations and 
interviews with this teacher were conducted over one year. Such an approach is typical of 
other such studies. However, a distinguishing feature of this case study is the addition of 
ｷﾐデWヴ┗ｷW┘ゲ ┘ｷデｴ ﾗデｴWヴ ;Iデﾗヴゲ ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ┘ｷデｴ Dﾗﾐ;ﾉSげゲ ┘ﾗヴﾆヮﾉ;IWぎ デ┘ﾗ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ;Sﾏｷﾐｷゲデヴ;デors, 




; ﾏWﾏHWヴ ﾗa デｴW ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴSが ; ゲデ┌SWﾐデ ;ﾐS デｴｷゲ ゲデ┌SWﾐデげゲ ﾏﾗデｴWヴく TｴW 
IﾗﾐデヴｷH┌デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ;SSｷデｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ S;デ; IﾗﾉﾉWIデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ ｷﾐぎ けｷﾉﾉ┌ﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾐｪ デｴW IﾗｴWヴWﾐIWゲ ;ﾐS 
Iﾗﾐデヴ;SｷIデｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ ┗ｷW┘ヮﾗｷﾐデゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW ｪﾗ;ﾉゲ ;ﾐS ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏWゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ｷﾐﾐﾗ┗;デｷﾗﾐげ ふp. 660). 
Dﾗﾐ;ﾉSげゲ ｷゲ ; I;ゲW ゲデ┌S┞ ﾗa ; けa;ｷﾉWSげ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐき ｴW SｷS ﾐﾗデ ;IｴｷW┗W ｴｷゲ ;ｷﾏ 
to change his practice in alignment with the enquiry-based advanced chemistry curriculum. 
The systemic analysis approach used in this case study shows that some of the reasons 
HWｴｷﾐS デｴｷゲ けa;ｷﾉ┌ヴWげ ┘WヴW デｴW ゲ┌ヮヮヴWゲゲｷﾗﾐ ﾗa Dﾗﾐ;ﾉSげゲ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ Wﾐデｴ┌ゲｷ;ゲﾏ aﾗヴ デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏ H┞ 
internal school structures, particularly student, parent and school administrator 
expectations of a more traditional curriculum providing preparation for standardised 
external assessments.  
 
This review of the methodologies employed across the studies highlights the significance of 
the links between conceptualisations of teacher response, methodological commitments, 
study design and scope of findings. The following sections turn specifically to study findings 
to elaborate on the three analytical themes of this review:  the range of factors influencing 




F;Iデﾗヴゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIｷﾐｪ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ 
Several studies provide a list or typology of the range of factors ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIｷﾐｪ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
experiences of curriculum reform (e.g. Fernandez et al., 2008, Miller et al., 2010, Ryder and 
Banner, 2013). However, all of the 34 studies provide some insight into influential factors, 
even if this is not an explicit focus of the analysis. Table 2 is a summary of factors identified 
within the studies in this review. A typology of 15 influential factors following from a study 
by Ryder and Banner (2013) was used as a starting point. The author read each of the 34 
studies seeking to either corroborate influential factors within Ryder and Banner (2013), or 
to add new elements. This resulted in the enlarged set of 27 influential factors in Table 2. 
The categorisation in terms of personal contexts specific to the teacher, internal contexts 
within the science department and school, and external contexts extending beyond the 
school, ﾗヴｷｪｷﾐ;デWゲ aヴﾗﾏ GﾗﾗSゲﾗﾐげゲ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa ゲデ;デ┌デﾗヴ┞ WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ｷﾐ デｴW 
lives of teachers (Goodson, 2003).  
 
[Insert Table 2 here] 
 
Personal factors: Teacher focus 
It is common for curriculum reformers to ascribe any failure of a particular reform to issues 
specific to the teachers involved, such as teacher knowledge, skills and beliefs. Of course 
デW;IｴWヴゲげ ゲ┌HﾃWIデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW ;ﾐS ヮWS;ｪﾗｪｷI;ﾉ ゲﾆｷﾉﾉゲが ;ﾐS デｴW W┝デWﾐデ デﾗ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴWゲW ﾏWWデ デｴW 
needs of a particular reform, are central to the outcomes of the reform (Bryce and Gray, 
2004)く “ﾗ デﾗﾗ ;ヴW デW;IｴWヴゲげ HWﾉｷWaゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｪﾗ;ﾉゲ Wゲヮﾗ┌ゲWS ｷﾐ ;ﾐ┞ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ 




innovation (Cotton, 2006, Cronin-Jones, 1991). For example, Vos et al. (2011) provide case 
studies of how four secondary school teachers in North Rhine-Westphalia, Germany, enact 
materials from the Chemie im Kontext curriculum development programme. In the terms of 
this review, three of these teachers experienced this reform as external (Teacher II, III and 
IV). Vos et al. (2011) include an examination of the significance of value congruence: the 
coherence between teacher and designer values on specific aspects of the reform. For 
Chemie im Kontext these values include how students learn, and the role of contexts in 
teaching and learning chemistry. These case studies demonstrate that strong value 
congruence is a necessary factor for teachers to change their practice to match the 
intentions of curriculum designers. Perhaps not surprisingly the strongest value congruence 
was found for Teacher I who had been involved in the development of the Chemie im 
Kontext materials.  
 
Internal factors: School focus 
Hﾗ┘W┗Wヴが デｴW ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ヴW┗ｷW┘WS ｴWヴW SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デW デｴ;デ デﾗ a┌ﾉﾉ┞ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
responses to externally driven reform we need to move beyond a focus on personal 
characteristics of the teacher, and also recognise how broader issues and structures can 
condition teacher responses. Indeed in the study introduced above, despite the strong value 
congruence of Teacher I, an internal structural factor (class timetabling) resulted in limited 
alignment of teacher enactment with designer intentions (Vos et al., 2011). The need to 
IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴ Hヴﾗ;SWヴ ;ゲヮWIデゲ ﾗa デｴW デW;IｴWヴゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆヮﾉ;IW ゲWデデｷﾐｪ ｷゲ also identified in two studies 
from the 1980s (Benson, 1989, Olson, 1981). For example, Benson (1989) conducted 
extensive lesson observations, and an end-of-unit interview, with three teachers in one 
Canadian high school over a four week period. These biology teachers were drawing upon a 
government curriculum guide as they introduced grade 12 students to conflicting theories of 
plant nutrition. Benson argues that whilst teacher knowledge and beliefs were important: 
けｷﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ a;Iデﾗヴゲ Iﾗﾉﾗ┌ヴ デｴｷゲ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW ;ﾐS ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ┘;┞ ヮ;ヴデｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ SWデWヴﾏｷﾐW デｴW 
I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヮヴWゲWﾐデWS デﾗ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ふヮンヲΓぶく TｴWゲW ｷﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ a;Iデﾗヴゲ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW デｴW ヮヴWゲゲ┌ヴWゲ 
of teacher accountability through external provincial assessments of student attainment 
;ﾐS ; ヮWヴIWｷ┗WS ヴWケ┌ｷヴWﾏWﾐデ デﾗ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ けﾉWｪ;ﾉﾉ┞ HｷﾐSｷﾐｪげ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷﾐIｷ;ﾉ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ｪ┌ｷSWゲ ┗Wヴ┞ 
closely. 
 
Squire et al. (2003) provide an insightful analysis of how an externally designed curriculum 
becomes contextualised in distinctive ways within local classroom cultures. They followed 
four teachers (further details below) as they enacted a project-based, technology-rich 
environmental science curriculum unit in the US. Data collection involved classroom 
observations, pre and post-lesson interviews with teachers, interviews with students and 
documentation analysis. The main finding of the study was that these teachers needed to 
contextualise the curriculum materials to the local classroom culture by responding to local 
aW;デ┌ヴWゲ ﾗa Iﾉ;ゲゲヴﾗﾗﾏ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴW ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ﾐWWSゲ ;ﾐS ｪﾗ;ﾉゲが デW;IｴWヴゲげ ｪﾗ;ﾉゲ ;ﾐS ┗;ﾉ┌Wゲが 
and local cultures such as a strong focus on student attainment grades. Rather than 




identifying these adaptations as potentially weakening the reform implementation, these 
processes were seen as a necessary part of the effective enactment of an external reform 
within differing local contexts.  
 
A distinctive feature of Squire et al. (2003) was that whilst two of the four teachers in their 
study had had a role in the development of the curriculum unit, two of the teachers were 
experiencing the reform as external. Thus, Squire et al. (2003) provide, to some extent, a 
comparative study of how a reform is enacted by teachers either internal or external to the 
reform development. This is not a strictly comparative study as all teachers are working in 
different teaching contexts. Nevertheless, the authors do provide some commentary on the 
significance of these teachers being either internal or external to the reform. They discuss 
the case of Luke, a teacher who had been part of the curriculum design team. Luke was 
largely successful in engaging his students in the project-based curriculum. However, he 
ﾉ;デWヴ ヴWaﾉWIデWS デｴ;デ ｴｷゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ;ﾐ けｷﾐゲｷSWヴげ デﾗ デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ヴWゲ┌ﾉデWS in what he considered 
;ﾐ ┌ﾐｴWﾉヮa┌ﾉ デWﾐSWﾐI┞ デﾗ けゲデｷIﾆ デﾗ デｴW Hﾗﾗﾆげく HW ゲデ;デWS デｴ;デ ｷﾐ デｴW a┌デ┌ヴW ｴW ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS ┘ﾗヴﾆ 
more to adapt the curriculum approach to local contexts. By contrast, those teachers 
experiencing the reform as external were immediately seeking to contextualise the reform 
to their own classroom cultures. 
 
Hughes (2000) SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デWゲ ｴﾗ┘ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ┘ｴ;デ Iﾗ┌ﾐデゲ ;ゲ ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW 
ゲIｷWﾐIW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ IﾗﾐデWﾐデ I;ﾐ ;ﾉゲﾗ IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏく 
Hughes examines how two secondary school teachers experience the enactment of the 
“;ﾉデWヴゲげ AS┗;ﾐIWS CｴWﾏｷゲデヴ┞ qualification in England. This post-compulsory qualification for 
16-18 year olds emphasises science knowledge within social contexts, e.g. chemistry and air 
pollution. It focuses strongly and consistently on contextualising the teaching of chemistry 
within real-world applications that are considered to be socially relevant (Campbell et al., 
1994). The two teachers in this study found that they needed to respond to challenges from 
some of their students that discussing science within socially relevant contexts did not 
match student W┝ヮWIデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa けヮヴﾗヮWヴげ ゲIｷWﾐIW ;ゲ being abstract and factual. This student 
ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWS デｴW デW;IｴWヴゲげ Iﾉ;ゲゲヴﾗﾗﾏ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが ﾗﾐW ﾗa デｴW デW;IｴWヴゲ 
was reluctant to develop her teaching of the nature of science because she felt that her 
ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴ デｴｷゲ ; ﾏﾗ┗W ;┘;┞ aヴﾗﾏ けa;Iデ┌;ﾉげ ゲIience and an indication that she 
SｷS ﾐﾗデ けﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｴWヴ ゲデ┌aaげ ふヮ. 437). 
 
External factors: Systemic focus 
The powerful influence of external assessment regimes features in many of the studies 
(Hughes, 2000, Kim et al., 2013, Zembylas, 2004). For example, Kim et al. (2013) provide an 
;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa ; ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ﾗa デｴW ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ゲIｷWﾐIW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ｷﾐ 
Singapore. The distinctive feature of this reform was a shift towards a more enquiry-
oriented pedagogy in the classroom. The study included 41 in-service teachers from five 
elementary schools (an additional 50 pre-service teachers were also part of the study). Data 




collection included written questionnaire surveys, individual written narratives and teacher 
group discussions. Analysis of in-service teaIｴWヴゲげ ┘ヴｷデデWﾐ ﾐ;ヴヴ;デｷ┗Wゲ ゲｴﾗ┘WS デｴ;デ 
け;ゲゲWゲゲﾏWﾐデ IﾗﾐaﾉｷIデげ ┘;ゲ ; Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ SｷﾉWﾏﾏ;く Tｴｷゲ ┘;ゲ Wﾉ;Hﾗヴ;デWS ｷﾐ ﾗﾐW デW;IｴWヴ ｪヴﾗ┌ヮ 
discussion: 
 
This is our main concern に at the end of the day we need to deliver in terms of 
results. Because we have accountability in terms of results. I want very much to 
make lesson fun because that is what I believe in. But at the same time, at the 
WﾐS ﾗa デｴW S;┞が ﾉｷﾆW ぷ;ﾐﾗデｴWヴ デW;IｴWヴ ｷﾐ デｴW ｪヴﾗ┌ヮへ ゲ;┞ゲが ｷa デｴW┞ Sﾗﾐげデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｴﾗ┘ 
to answer process skill questions, or how to go about crafting their answers. My 
ｴW;Sげゲ ﾗﾐ ; Iｴﾗヮヮｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴSく ふKim et al., 2013, p. 303) 
 
Kim et al. (2013) suggest that this tension between traditional high stakes testing practices, 
and more progressive enquiry-based pedagogies, could be a particularly strong dilemma 
within many Asian contexts in which the assessment system often has a major impact on 
ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ a┌デ┌ヴW WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS I;ヴWWヴ IｴﾗｷIWゲく  
 
A network of interacting factors 
Several studies demonstrate that the factors in Table 2 are often strongly interdependent. In 
responding to externally driven reform teachers are constantly negotiating this network of 
factors, often experiencing personal dilemmas and tensions associated with potentially 
competing internal and external reform initiatives (e.g. Bantwini, 2010, Clark et al., 2011, 
Kim et al., 2013, Luttenberg et al., 2013, Roehrig et al., 2007, Saez and Carretero, 1998, 
Smith and Southerland, 2007, Melville, 2008), but also unexpected alignments between 
distinct factors (e.g. Olson, 1981, Ryder and Banner, 2013). For example, in an early study of 
eight teachers across three secondary schools enacting an integrated science project 
curriculum scheme in England, Olson (1981) describes some of the dilemmas teachers faced, 
and how these were resolved, over the three months of the research study. The integrated 
science project curriculum reform required teachers to engage in free ranging discussions in 
the classroom. However, teachers who personally supported this goal found that in practice 
such activities worked against other goals emphasised within their internal school 
Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ けｪWデデｷﾐｪ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ;ﾐ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ W┝;ﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ﾏWWデｷﾐｪ 
ヮ;ヴWﾐデ;ﾉが ヮWWヴ ;ﾐS ;Sﾏｷﾐｷゲデヴ;デｷﾗﾐ W┝ヮWIデ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ ふヮ. 265). Over time this dilemma was often 
resolved by a translation of external reform goals into trusted, familiar local practices, for 
W┝;ﾏヮﾉW けSｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐゲ HWI;ﾏW ﾉWIデ┌ヴWゲ ﾗヴ ヴWIｷデ;デｷﾗﾐゲき ｷﾐデWﾉﾉWIデ┌;ﾉ ゲﾆｷﾉﾉ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ┘;ゲ 
translated as content memorisation anS W┝;ﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ヴWｴW;ヴゲ;ﾉげ ふヮ. 265). Melville (2008) 
also provides examples of the significance of interactions between distinct curriculum policy 
reforms. In one case a teacher, Zoe, expresses frustration that she has had to abandon 
revisions made in response to a recently revised biology curriculum as a result of the cross-
curricular Essential Learnings reform (p. 1192).  
 




Whilst the emphasis within studies tends to be on the dilemmas and tensions faced by 
teachers in negotiating the network of interacting factors in Table 2, some studies identify 
(often unexpected) alignments that support teacher enactment of externally driven reform 
(Olson, 1981, Ryder and Banner, 2013). For example, Ryder and Banner (2013) report the 
experience of a secondary school teacher in England who was developing his use of formal 
classroom discussions in the context of socio-scientific issues such as climate change and 
genetic engineering. These student discussion activities were one feature of a statutory 
reform of the national science curriculum. Concurrent with this national curriculum reform 
his school was enacting a local internal reform across all subjects, involving ; けヮ;ゲゲヮﾗヴデげ ﾗa 
specific skills that included student debates and discussions. This alignment of external 
science curriculum and internal cross-subject curriculum policies supported this teacher in 
responding effectively to both reforms. Notably, in this example the coherence of these 
distinct reforms was unplanned. Elsewhere, there have been strong calls for a more planned 
systemic coherence of curriculum reform as experienced by schools at district (Roehrig et 
al., 2007) and national level (Oates, 2011).  
 
 
Authority and Professionalism 
A SｷゲデｷﾐIデｷ┗W aW;デ┌ヴW ﾗa デｴｷゲ ヴW┗ｷW┘ ｷゲ デｴW W┝ヮﾉｷIｷデ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ experiences of externally 
driven curriculum reform. Given this external focus, particularly the criteria of authority of 
adoption, issues of teacher authority and professionalism are likely to feature strongly. 
Reflecting this internal-external framing, teacher professionalism has been conceptualised 
;ゲ けHﾗ┌ﾐS;ヴ┞ ┘ﾗヴﾆげ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ デW;IｴWヴゲ ;ヴW Wﾐｪ;ｪWS ﾗ┗Wヴ デｷﾏW ｷﾐ ﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デｷﾐｪ ; ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa  
cultural and political forces as they enact national and regional education policies in their 
local school contexts (Freidson, 2001, Seddon et al., 2013, Gewirtz et al., 2009). These 
perspectives emphasise teacher professionalism as a process rather than a fixed attribute; a 
practice that can vary for an individual teacher across teaching contexts and over time. 
Reporting on reform enactment within a science context, Donnelly and Jenkins (2001) 
SWaｷﾐW デW;IｴWヴ ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲﾏ ;ゲ けﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪWが ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ ;ﾐS ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ 
デｴWｷヴ ┘ﾗヴﾆげ ふヮ. 167). This emphasises professionalism as a balance between accountability to 
exteヴﾐ;ﾉ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ;ﾐS デW;IｴWヴゲげ more local authority over their activities in schools and 
classrooms. These issues of authority and professionalism surface in many of the 34 studies. 
Teachers in these studies often refer to tensions and dilemmas they experience as a result 
of an external requirement to respond to a significant curriculum reform that may run 
against their own professional beliefs and goals (Clark et al., 2011, Vos et al., 2011). In this 
section we focus on those (few) studies whose analytical focus is strongly on the processes 
through which science teachers balance and negotiate competing lines of authority, and 








Teacher responses to external authority 
Donnelly et al. (1996) examine the development and implementation of a curriculum strand 
focusing on investigative skills in science; part of a statutory reform of the national 
curriculum in England and Wales. The study involved interviews, typically on two occasions 
over a two year period, with 45 teachers across 19 secondary schools. Donnelly et al. 
provide け; I;ゲW ゲデ┌S┞ ﾗa デｴW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ;ヴが ｷﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ IﾗﾐゲWケ┌WﾐIWゲ ﾗa デｴW 
IWﾐデヴ;ﾉｷゲWS Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ﾗa デｴW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏげ ふヮ. 13). In many cases teachers were accepting of 
external control, at least of aspects of their work, e.g. the need for externally provided 
training in classroom activities associated with the reform. Indeed, many teachers were 
IﾗﾐIWヴﾐWS デｴ;デ デｴWヴW ┘;ゲ ｷﾐゲ┌aaｷIｷWﾐデ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ｪ┌ｷS;ﾐIWぎ け┞ﾗ┌げ┗W HWWﾐ ﾉWaデ デﾗ ゲｷﾐﾆ ﾗヴ ゲ┘ｷﾏげ 
(p. ヱヱΒぶき けﾐﾗHﾗS┞ デWﾉﾉゲ ┌ゲが ┞ﾗ┌ ゲWWが デｴW┞ ゲ;┞ ┞ﾗ┌げ┗W ｪﾗデ デﾗ ぷ┌ゲWへ ┞ﾗ┌ヴ ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾃ┌SｪWﾏWﾐデげ 
(p. 119). However, other teachers stated that the detail of the enactment of the reform was 
デｴWｷヴ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ぎ けｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ゲﾗﾏWHﾗdy can tell you what to do, it is 
ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ┞ﾗ┌ ｴ;┗W デﾗ SW┗Wﾉﾗヮ aﾗヴ ┞ﾗ┌ヴゲWﾉaげ ふヮ. 120). Overall, the authors come to a striking 
conclusion: 
 
けTW;IｴWヴゲげ IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ﾉ;ヴｪWﾉ┞ IWSWS ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ ﾗ┗Wヴ デｴW ゲ┌Hゲデ;ﾐIW ﾗa デｴWｷヴ ┘ﾗヴﾆ ｷﾐ 
the classroom and laboratory, and tｴW SｷヴWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ｷデゲ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデが デﾗ ﾗデｴWヴゲくげ 
(Donnelly et al., 1996, p. 164) 
 
TｴW┞ ;ゲIヴｷHW デｴｷゲ デﾗ ; ﾏｷ┝デ┌ヴW ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ けSｷaaｷSWﾐIWげ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴWｷヴ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ｷﾐ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ 
デｴW ﾃ┌SｪWﾏWﾐデゲ ﾗa W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ けW┝ヮWヴデゲげが ;ﾐS け;Iケ┌ｷWゲIWﾐIWげ デｴ;デ デｴWゲW W┝ヮWヴデゲ ｴ;┗W デhe right to 
ヴWaﾗヴﾏ デW;IｴWヴ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく TｴW ;┌デｴﾗヴゲ ヴWﾉ;デW デｴｷゲ デﾗ ; Hヴﾗ;SWヴ デｴWﾏW ﾗa けヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ 
ヴWｪヴWゲゲｷﾗﾐげ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴﾗゲW ┘ｷデｴ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW デWﾐS デﾗ ﾏﾗ┗W ;┘;┞ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ ﾗa SｷヴWIデ 
professional practice (p. 221).  
 
Lunn and Solomon (2000) present case studies of four primary science teachers responding 
to a new statutory requirement to teach science within primary schools in England. Each 
デW;IｴWヴ ┘;ゲ ｷﾐデWヴ┗ｷW┘WS ﾗﾐ ﾗﾐW ﾗII;ゲｷﾗﾐく DｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SWS W┝ヮﾉﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
work and home biographies. A ﾆW┞ Iﾉ;ｷﾏ ;ヴｷゲｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ デｴWｷヴ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ｷゲ デｴ;デ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
professional self-ｷﾏ;ｪW ｷゲ ｪヴﾗ┌ﾐSWS ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ けゲIｷWﾐIW ;┌デﾗHｷﾗｪヴ;ヮｴｷWゲげが ;ﾐS デｴ;デ デｴWゲW 
ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾉWIデｷ┗W ﾐ;ヴヴ;デｷ┗Wゲ ;ヴW ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデ a;Iデﾗヴゲ ｷﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ 
curriculum reform. Partly in contrast to the findings of Donnelly et al. (1996) all four 
teachers expressed frustration at their lack of autonomy in the face of what they saw as an 
overly prescriptive externally imposed science curriculum. This is most strikingly expressed 
by FloヴWﾐIWぎ けぷHWaﾗヴW デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏへ ｷa ┞ﾗ┌ ┘WヴW ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ ｷﾐデWヴWゲデWS ｷﾐ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ I aWﾉデ デｴ;デ I 
ｴ;S デｴW aヴWWSﾗﾏ デﾗ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ ｷデ ┌ヮぐ I ﾐﾗ┘ aWWﾉ Iげ┗W ﾉﾗゲデ デｴ;デ aヴWWSﾗﾏげ ふヮ. 1050). In a study of 
A┌ゲデヴ;ﾉｷ;ﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ Wﾐ;IデﾏWﾐデ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾏ;デWヴｷ;ﾉゲ ｷﾐ けｴW;ﾉデｴ ;ﾐS ヮｴ┞ゲｷI;ﾉ 
WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐげ (featuring curriculum elements with a strong science content focus), Kirk and 
MacDonald (2001) SWゲIヴｷHW デW;IｴWヴゲげ ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮ of curriculum change as being anchored in 
デｴWｷヴ け;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ デﾗ ゲヮW;ﾆ ﾗﾐ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ﾏ;デデWヴゲ ｷﾐ デｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デ ﾗa ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ ふヮ. 




551). Thus, the teacher Florence is reflecting on her perceived loss of this local ownership of 
curriculum.  
 
Mechanisms of external authority 
Wallace (2012) provides a distinctive personal account of her experiences of enacting a 
biology curriculum in a secondary school in the US state of Georgia. This curriculum is 
Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴｷゲWS H┞ W;ﾉﾉ;IW ;ゲ H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ ;ﾐ け;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ;ヴｷ;ﾐげ ;ﾐS けﾐﾗﾐ-parデｷIｷヮ;デﾗヴ┞げ 
epistemology. The term けepistemologyげ is used by Wallace to indicate a focus on what 
counts as student learning outcomes within curriculum documentation. For example, the 
detail of learning outcomes are presented from outside, with teachers (and students) having 
ﾉｷデデﾉW ｷa ;ﾐ┞ ヴﾗﾉW ｷﾐ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷﾐｪ ┘ｴ;デ Iﾗ┌ﾐデゲ ;ゲ けﾏ;ゲデWヴ┞げ ｷﾐ デｴW デﾗヮｷI ;ヴW;く Tｴｷゲ aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa 
I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWゲ┌ﾉデゲ ｷﾐ W;ﾉﾉ;IWげゲ Sｷゲゲ;デｷゲa;Iデｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ゲｴW aｷﾐSゲ ｷデ SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデ デﾗ Wﾐｪ;ｪW ｴWヴ students 
in meaningful enquiry activities in the classroom. This technically detailed, authoritarian 
I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ┘ﾗヴﾆWS ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ デｴｷゲ デW;IｴWヴげゲ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｪﾗ;ﾉゲく W;ﾉﾉ;IW ｪﾗWゲ ﾗﾐ デﾗ 
advocate a curriculum format where the nature of successful performance is more open-
ended, citing the example of the national curriculum in New Zealand introduced around 
2007. Such a curriculum presents teachers with more space to exercise their personal 
professional goals. Here then the form and language of the curriculum statements is one 
mechanism of external authority. Thus, different genres of curriculum can result in distinct 
professional experiences for teachers. This presents a mechanism through which a statutory 
(therefore highly authoritative in one sense) curriculum reform can be experienced as more 
or less authoritarian by teachers, depending on the form and language of the curriculum 
framework.  
 
Wallace and Priestley (2011) provide another example of a science teacher experiencing an 
W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ;ゲ ; ヮﾗゲｷデｷ┗W けヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲｷﾐｪげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWく TｴW┞ IﾗﾐS┌IデWS aｷ┗W interviews 
and classroom observations with the secondary school science teacher Vanessa over a one 
year period. The reform context was a national reform in Scotland encouraging numeracy 
across the curriculum, and a regional reform to encourage use of assessment for learning 
strategies (following Black et al., 2003). Vanessa was positive about the goals of the 
assessment for learning reform from the start of the project. She worked within a network 
of 10-20 science teachers who met regularly over the year to co-develop classroom 
strategies in response to these, and other, external reforms. This Associated Schools Group 
was supported by a university researcher. Wallace and Priestley (2011) identify involvement 
ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ デW;IｴWヴ ﾐWデ┘ﾗヴﾆ ;ゲ ; けヮヴﾗﾏﾗデWヴ ﾗa ﾉ;ゲデｷﾐｪ Iｴ;ﾐｪWげ ｷﾐ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ 
reform. This teacher network supported teacher professionalism by providing resources 
(e.g. funding, university researcher support) and ongoing encouragement to engage in a 
range of development activities (e.g. formal action research, trialling different approaches 
to student peer assessment) but allowing teachers significant autonomy to adopt any of 
these to fit their interests and local contexts. Vanessa valued the fact that this activity was 
teacher-led and practice-driven, with the opportunity to meet and share developing practice 




with other teachers. The outcome, at least for Vanessa, was positive and lasting change in 
response to an imposed external reform initiative.  
 
Donnelly et al. (1996), introduced above, identifies external assessment as a key mechanism 
through which external agents exercise authority over the classroom activity of teachers (cf. 
Au, 2007). In all but one of the 19 schools involved in their study the pressure of external 
assessment was reported as the main motivation for changing classroom practice in 
response to the curriculum reform (p. 125). Schools were required to conduct standardised 
national tests in science, the outcomes for each school being made public. In some cases 
this pressure resulted in what many are likely to view as undesirable teaching/learning 
experiences, such as class chanting of assessment criteria. This is an example of 
(presumably) unintended consequences of external assessment pressures, as explored 
below. In her discussion of mechanisms of control, Wallace (2012) provides a striking 
teacher reflection, originating from an earlier study by Jeffrey and Woods (1998), of a UK 
primary teacher demonstrating how this mechanism of external authority can lead to 
teachers beinｪ けaﾗヴIWSげ デﾗ ;Iデ ｷﾐ ┘;┞ゲ デｴ;デ デｴW┞ デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲ ヮWヴIWｷ┗W ;ゲ ┌ﾐヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉぎ 
 
M┞ aｷヴゲデ ヴW;Iデｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ けIげﾏ ﾐﾗデ ｪﾗｷﾐｪ デﾗ ヮﾉ;┞ デｴW ｪ;ﾏWげが H┌デ I ;ﾏ ;ﾐS I ﾆﾐﾗ┘ デｴW┞ 
ﾆﾐﾗ┘ I ;ﾏく I Sﾗﾐげデ ヴWゲヮWIデ ﾏ┞ゲWﾉa aﾗヴ ｷデき ﾏ┞ ﾗ┘ﾐ self respect goes down. (Jeffrey 
& Woods, 1998, p. 160) 
 
In a case study set in a high stakes testing regime in the state of Illinois, US, Zembylas (2004) 
refers to similar experiences reported by Catherine, a primary school science teacher. She is 
け;ヮヮ;ﾉﾉWS H┞ デｴｷゲ ﾗHゲWゲゲｷﾗﾐ ┘ｷデｴ デWゲデｷﾐｪぁ Iデ ﾆｷﾉﾉゲ inspiration and love for [science] learning, 
;ﾐS ｷデ ﾆｷﾉﾉゲ ﾏW デﾗﾗぁげ ふヮ. 356). Significantly, Catherine experiences this testing obsession as 
Hﾗデｴ ;ﾐ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Sヴｷ┗Wﾐ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞が H┌デ ;ﾉゲﾗ ;ゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴW ﾗa デｴW けｪﾗﾗSげ デW;IｴWヴ 
who teaches-to-the-teゲデぎ けI デｴﾗ┌ｪｴデ I ┘;ゲ ; ﾉﾗ┌ゲ┞ デW;IｴWヴ aﾗヴ ﾐﾗデ Sﾗｷﾐｪ ┘ｴ;デ W┗Wヴ┞ﾗﾐW WﾉゲW 
was doing [within my ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉへげ (p. 356)く “ｴW ﾗaデWﾐ aﾗ┌ﾐS ｴWヴゲWﾉa ゲ┌Hﾏｷデデｷﾐｪ デﾗ ﾗデｴWヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
goals, resulting in negative emotions in relation to her work. The case study goes on to 
rel;デW ｴﾗ┘ C;デｴWヴｷﾐWげゲ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ Iｴ;ﾐｪW ┘ｴWﾐ ゲｴW ﾏﾗ┗Wゲ デﾗ ﾆｷﾐSWヴｪ;ヴデWﾐ デW;Iｴｷﾐｪく 
Wﾗヴﾆｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ ┞ﾗ┌ﾐｪWヴ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲが ┘ｷデｴ ; ゲデヴﾗﾐｪWヴ W┝ヮWIデ;デｷﾗﾐ aﾗヴ けｴ;ﾐSゲ-ﾗﾐげ Iﾉ;ゲゲヴﾗﾗﾏ 
approaches within the school, her perceptions of herself, and how she is viewed by her 
peers, improves. This case study, distinctive in its focus on the emotional experience of 
external reforms, demonstrates the significance of authoritative external and internal 
ふゲIｴﾗﾗﾉぶ SｷゲIﾗ┌ヴゲWゲ ﾗa デｴW けｪﾗﾗSげ デW;IｴWヴ aﾗヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ aWWﾉｷﾐｪゲ ﾗa ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲﾏく  
 
Mediators of external curriculum reform 
Leander and Osborne (2008) present case studies of pairs of school teachers working in two 
primary schools in the US state of Illinois. Each teacher pair is introducing other teachers in 
their school to externally developed science curriculum materials. These case studies 
ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSW ; SｷゲデｷﾐIデｷ┗W ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗W ﾗﾐ ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲﾏ ｷﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ 




W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾗヴﾏく TｴWゲW けデW;IｴWヴ-a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デﾗヴ デW;ﾏゲげが Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞WS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉゲが ;Iデ ;ゲ 
mediators between the external curriculum reform and the internal school teaching 
community. The case studies reveal the significance of a range of actors in the process of 
responding to curriculum reform: teacher-facilitators, the teachers themselves, their 
teacher peers, students and parents (both real, and as imagined by teachers). The study 
focuses on how these teacher-a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デﾗヴゲ けヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐげ デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲ ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ けｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉげ ヮWWヴ 
デW;IｴWヴゲ ;ﾐS けW┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉげ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ SW┗WﾉﾗヮWヴゲく TｴW┞ ﾗII┌ヮ┞ ; ヮヴWI;ヴｷﾗ┌ゲ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ;デｷI 
position; as insiders, with differing authoritative relations with other teachers in the school, 
and outsiders introducing an external curriculum reform. The study focuses less on the 
perspectives of the other teachers in each school. However, Leander and Osborne (2008) 
provide a basis for future studies that include consideration of the role of internal school 
けﾏWSｷ;デﾗヴゲげが ﾗヴ けHヴﾗﾆWヴゲげ (Wenger, 1998), of external curriculum reform.  
 
 
Teacher response as negotiating meaning 
Several studies conduct an explicit analysis of teacher response to external curriculum 
ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ;ゲ ;ﾐ W┝デWﾐSWS ヮヴﾗIWゲゲ ﾗa ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗヴ けﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デｷﾐｪ ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪげく Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが FWヴﾐ;ﾐSW┣ 
et al. (2008) and Melville (2008) draw upon Wengeヴげゲ ゲﾗIｷﾗ-cultural analysis of communities 
of practice and his treatment of the processes of meaning making within these (Wenger, 
1998). Bantwini (2010) refers to social constructivist perspectives on learning (Driver et al., 
1994), placing the teacher in the position of a learner in デｴW IﾗﾐデW┝デ ﾗa ;ﾐ けｷﾐケ┌ｷヴ┞-ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪげ 
response to external reform. Wallace and Priestley (2011) provide an analysis of teacher 
response in デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa M;ヴｪ;ヴWデ AヴIｴWヴげゲ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉ realist social theory of change, with teacher 
response seen in terms of けデｴW S┞ﾐ;mics of social change, showing the interplay between 
ゲﾗIｷWデ;ﾉ a;Iデﾗヴゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ a;Iデﾗヴゲが ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ HWﾉｷWaゲげ ふヮ. 361).  
A distinctive contribution of these studies is to conceptualise the processes through which 
teachers make meaning of external curriculum reform within a school context. For example, 
Fernandez et al. (2008) provide an analysis of interviews with 10 teachers as they enact a 
statutory reform of the high school physics curriculum in New Zealand. This reform 
emphasised student investigations in the classroom and the inclusion of socio-scientific 
ｷゲゲ┌Wゲく TｴW ゲデ┌S┞ Sヴ;┘ゲ ┌ヮﾗﾐ WWﾐｪWヴげゲ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ 
communities of practice (Wenger, 1998). Wenger conceptualises meaning making as a 
duality involving two interacting processes: reification and participation. Fernandez et al. 
(2008) identify the New Zealand curriculum document as a reification of the intended 
ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ SWゲｷｪﾐWヴゲく Fﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ WWﾐｪWヴ デｴW┞ ｷSWﾐデｷa┞ デｴｷゲ デW┝デ ;ゲ けデｴW デｷヮ ﾗa デｴW 
ｷIWHWヴｪげ ﾗa デｴW ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐg making process. Within a school context teachers are involved in an 
ongoing process of participation in relation to the curriculum document. Following the 
duality of meaning making this process involves further reification of curriculum meanings, 
for example through local school or classroom specific texts such as schemes of work, 
worksheets and student assessment items. Fernandez et al. (2008) show that the teachers 




in their study are often making meaning in the absence of key mechanisms of community 
participation. For example, many of the schools have only one physics teacher, resulting in 
little if any opportunity for meaning making through participation within physics teacher 
communities. Furthermore, in the absence of significant professional development activity 
the teachers have little participation with those within the external (to the school) 
communities involved in developing the curriculum reform. The result is often an enactment 
of the reform reflecting meanings quite distant from those intended by curriculum 
developers. 
Luttenberg et al. (2013) ヮヴWゲWﾐデ aﾗ┌ヴ けaﾗヴﾏゲ ﾗa ゲW;ヴIｴ aﾗヴ ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪげ デｴ;デ ;ヴW デｴWﾐ ┌ゲWS デﾗ 
;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲW aﾗ┌ヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWaﾉWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴWｷヴ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa ヱヴ ┞W;ヴゲ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ｷﾐ 
デｴW NWデｴWヴﾉ;ﾐSゲく TｴW ;┌デｴﾗヴゲげ ;ｷﾏ ｷゲ デﾗ ﾏﾗ┗W HW┞ﾗﾐS ; IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴ 
response as eitｴWヴ ;ｪヴWWﾏWﾐデ ﾗヴ ヴWゲｷゲデ;ﾐIWが デﾗ ; ﾏﾗヴW ﾐ┌;ﾐIWS ;ﾐS けヮヴﾗIWゲゲげ 
Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWく E;Iｴ ﾗa デｴW aﾗ┌ヴ aﾗヴﾏゲ ;ヴW ;デデWﾏヮデゲ H┞ デW;IｴWヴゲ デﾗ けIﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデ 
; ┘ﾗヴﾆ;HﾉW ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮげ ┘ｷデｴ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾗヴﾏが ;ゲ デｴW┞ ゲWWﾆ ; H;ﾉ;ﾐIW HWデ┘WWﾐ Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌ｷデ┞ 
and change. Assimilation involves a teacher transforming curriculum ideas to match his/her 
existing ways of thinking and practice. Through accommodation a teacher transforms 
his/her beliefs and practices to match those perceived within the reform. Toleration 
involves a teacher accepting aspects of an external reform even though these may be in 
tension with personal perspectives on teaching and learning, resulting in a coexistence of 
distinct perspectives. Finally, distantiation is the rejection of external reform and the 
continuation of existing practices and beliefs. One of the teachers in this study, Bart, is a 
ゲIｷWﾐIW デW;IｴWヴく TｴW ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa B;ヴデげゲ ヴWaﾉWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ゲｴﾗ┘ゲ デｴ;デ ｴW aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ゲ ゲW┗Wヴ;ﾉ ﾗa デｴWゲW 
けaﾗヴﾏゲ ﾗa ゲW;ヴIｴ aﾗヴ ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪげ ;デ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ デｷﾏWゲが SWヮWﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ デｴW ﾐ;デure of the reform 
(these reforms are characterised as either: emergent and local; national; or standardised) 
and his local school context and personal career goals. This typology of forms of response, 
and the incorporation of several of these into accounts ﾗa ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ デW;IｴWヴげゲ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ 
external curriculum reform, demonstrates an analysis of teacher response as an ongoing 
process of meaning making.  
 
Discussion  
This literature review addresses デｴW ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐぎ けwhat do we know from research studies 
about the experiences and reflections of teachers in the enactment of externally driven 
school science curriculum reformいげ FｷﾐSｷﾐｪゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ｴ;┗W HWWﾐ W┝;ﾏｷﾐWS ;Iヴﾗゲゲ 
three themes: the range of factors influencing teacher response; issues of authority and 
ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲﾏき デW;IｴWヴ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW ;ゲ けﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪげく This discussion draws upon these 
themes to make recommendations for the focus, design and conceptualisation of future 
research studies. It finishes with recommendations on how future curriculum policy 
development and enactment can recognise and support the professionalism of science 
teachers.  





Recommendations for future research studies 
Given the significance for school science education it is striking how few studies have 
W┝;ﾏｷﾐWS デｴW SWデ;ｷﾉ ﾗa けW┗Wヴ┞S;┞げ デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Sヴｷ┗Wﾐ ゲIｷWﾐIW 
curriculum reform. Rather, many research studies tend to focus on the experiences of 
デW;IｴWヴゲ SｷゲデｷﾐIデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐWS ｷﾐ デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ヮヴﾗIWゲゲく TｴWゲW デW;IｴWヴゲ ;ヴW ﾗaデWﾐ けｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉげ 
to the reform, selected by university-based curriculum developers, and commonly have a 
favourable perspective on the reform. Of course such studies (often-デWヴﾏWS けWaaｷI;I┞ 
ゲデ┌SｷWゲげぶ are important in showing how a favourable and committed enactment of a 
curriculum reform might impact on student experiences and learning. However, fewer 
studies consider the detail of teacher experiences of, and reflections on, curriculum reform 
initiatives in a broader range of school contexts1. The stage model of educational innovation 
developed by the Institute of Educational Sciences in the US does emphasise the importance 
of examining デW;IｴWヴゲげ けaｷSWﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ ﾗa ; ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ;Iヴﾗゲゲ ;ﾐ increasingly broad 
set of school contexts (Lee and Krajcik, 2012)が デｴ┌ゲ aﾗI┌ゲｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ Iﾉ;ゲゲヴﾗﾗﾏ 
activities. However, this review has highlighted the need for more attention to be given to 
デｴWゲW デW;IｴWヴゲげ experiences and reflections working in specific educational contexts over 
time. Such studies conceptualise reform enactment as an inevitable process of adapting to 
ﾉﾗI;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲが ヴ;デｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデｷﾐｪ ; I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ け;ゲ ｷﾐデWﾐSWSげ H┞ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ 
developers ふ;ゲ ゲｷｪﾐ;ﾉﾉWS H┞ デｴW デWヴﾏ けaｷSWﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげぶ. Similarly, following 
terminology in Leach et al. (2006), future studies should include more consideration of the 
W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲ ﾗa けデヴ;ﾐゲaWヴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ふｷくWく デｴﾗゲW ﾐﾗデ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WS ┘ｷデｴ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデぶ 
alongside analyses of the ┘ﾗヴﾆ ﾗa けSW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ デW;IｴWヴゲげ. 
One approach to supporting the development of such research studies is to make them an 
integral part of all curriculum development programmes. There is a significant investment of 
time and resources in science curriculum development programmes worldwide. However, it 
is striking how few of these programmes include a significant research component. For 
example, in the US since the 1980s the NSF has funded many large-scale curriculum 
development programmes within its Systemic Initiatives, often including significant 
professional development activities (Kahle, 2007, Lawrenz and Desjardins, 2012, Huffman 
and Lawrenz, 2004). However, in her review Kahle states that little research on these 
Systemic Initiatives has been published (p928)2. Although many of these NSF programmes 
included substantial evaluation activities, these were often conducted by state departments 
of education or private groups, typically outside of universities. Lawrenz and Desjardins 
ふヲヰヱヲぶ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ K;ｴﾉWげゲ Iﾉ;ｷﾏゲが ;SSｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ﾏ;ﾐ┞ W┗;ﾉ┌;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ﾉ;ヴge-scale curriculum 
development initiatives in the US did not demonstrate rigorous procedures, for example 
often using convenience sampling techniques. These evaluations also tend to be summative 
                                                          
1
 Indeed, given that 73% of the studies identified for this review are set within US and European schooling 
contexts, future studies could usefully draw upon a broader range of distinctive school settings worldwide. 
2
 Some exceptions, with a strong aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲが ;ヴW ｷﾐIﾉ┌SWS ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ヴW┗ｷW┘ ふWくｪく 
Roehrig et al., 2007, Penuel et al., 2009). 




rather than formative. Furthermore, the focus of evaluations was often largely on student 
learning outcomes, and did not include significant analysis of teacher experiences (e.g. Rivet 
and Krajcik, 2004). This sole focus on student learning outcomes appears to be a mistake we 
are in danger of repeating with much current emphasis on Randomised Control Trial (RCT) 
evaluations of curriculum developments (Rudolph, 2014). Of course, examining student 
learning outcomes is of central importance in evaluating the impact of curriculum reforms. 
However, to support effective, Wケ┌ｷデ;HﾉW ;ﾐS ゲ┌ゲデ;ｷﾐ;HﾉW けゲI;ﾉW ┌ヮげ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ ｷデ 
is also important to develop a detailed understanding of the differing responses of teachers 
working in diverse school settings (Lynch et al., 2012, Penuel and Fishman, 2012). Overall, 
many previous large-scale curriculum development programmes represent a missed 
opportunity for research into how teachers outside of these reforms experience, and reflect 
on, these reforms in their local contexts. Without such insights, significant system-wide 
scale-up of these curriculum development activities, a core goal of such programmes, is 
unlikely to succeed. 
A further ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏW ﾗa デｴｷゲ ヴW┗ｷW┘ ｷゲ デﾗ ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデ デｴW SｷaaWヴｷﾐｪ ┘;┞ゲ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
responses to curriculum reform have been conceptualised. Here two recommendations are 
made for the conceptualisation of デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ, each with 
implications for study methodology and design. Firstly, the timescale considered for teacher 
response needs to be extended to more long-term analyseゲ ﾗa デｴW SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
responses. Secondly, the framing of this response needs to expand beyond an individual 
response driven by personal knowledge, skills and beliefs, to more holistic, systemic 
perspectives that emphasise teacher working practices within teacher groups often 
influenced by broader systemic policy structures. These two recommendations are 
developed below. 
 
This review highlights デｴW W┝デWﾐSWS デｷﾏWゲI;ﾉW ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ 
reform. Several of the studies show that teachers demonstrate often very significant shifts 
in their enactment of external reforms many years after they are introduced (Bantwini, 
2010, Hanley et al., 2007). For example, the longitudinal study of reform enactment in 
England by Ryder and Banner (2013) identifies many teachers who are still making 
significant changes in their teaching of specific curriculum reform elements 3-5 years after 
ﾗaaｷIｷ;ﾉ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏく “ｴﾗヴデ デｷﾏWゲI;ﾉW ゲデ┌SｷWゲ デｴ;デ SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デW デW;IｴWヴゲげ 
けヴWﾃWIデｷﾗﾐげ ﾗa ; ヴWaﾗヴﾏが ﾗヴ ﾏﾗヴW デ┞ヮｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ デｴWｷヴ ;S;ヮデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏ デﾗ ゲ┌ｷデ ﾉﾗI;ﾉ 
contexts, will miss these longer timescale shifts in teacher responses. Future research 
studies need to conceptualise teacher response as an extended process over time, utilising 
longitudinal designs to explore this process of enactment.  
 
Given the range of factors represented within Table 2, and the likelihood that the form and 
prevalence of these factors shift over time, conceptualisations of teacher response to 
external curriculum reform should reflect a broad framing in terms of personal, internal and 




external factors. In responding to a science curriculum reform teachers are influenced by 
personal beliefs and knowledge, but also internal features of their school workplace 
(students, teacher peers, school management) and contexts external to the school (district, 
state, national educational policies; parental pressures, high stakes testing, school/teacher 
accountability measures). This review demonstrates that studies following such a 
perspective I;ヮデ┌ヴW ﾏﾗヴW ﾗa デｴW ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa IﾗﾐデW┝デ┌;ﾉ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWゲ ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆが ;ﾐS 
provide a ﾏﾗヴW ｴﾗﾉｷゲデｷI ;IIﾗ┌ﾐデ ﾗa デｴW デW;IｴWヴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWく Iﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴが these studies 
often provide an account of the reasons why many teachers do not enact a curriculum 
reform as intended by developers, revealing that in many cases teachers have sound 
professional justifications for such a response. Such an interpretation counters the deficit 
┗ｷW┘ デｴ;デ ; けa;ｷﾉWSげ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ｷゲ necessarily the result of insufficient teacher 
knowledge and/or skills concerning the reform. This holistic framing perspective reflects 
ﾏ;ﾐ┞ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデ┞が Sヴ;┘ｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ ゲデ┌SｷWゲ in other 
curriculum areas and indeed beyond curriculum reform (Cobb et al., 2003, Spillane, 1999). 
Such conceptualisations emphasise, for example, that teachers do not act as technicians 
taking a pre-aﾗヴﾏWS ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ;ﾐS けヮ┌デting ｷデ ｷﾐデﾗ ヮヴ;IデｷIWげく ‘;デｴWヴ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ｷゲ Wﾐ;IデWS ;ﾐS IヴW;デWS 
within specific school workplaces, with teachers working as crucial and inevitable けIﾗ-
Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデﾗヴゲげ ﾗa ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ふB;ﾉﾉ Wデ ;ﾉくが ヲヰヱヱぶく 
 
This holistic framing of teacher response should not be seen as downplaying the central role 
of the individual teacher in curriculum reform. The work of the social theorist Margaret 
Archer is helpful here. Her social realist account of human activity explores the processes 
through which the human agent acts within social structures (Archer, 2000). She explores a 
middle ground between reductionist accounts of human agency that focus on individual 
rational choice, and anti-humanist accounts that privilege social structures as deterministic 
of human behaviour: 
 
けHow the world is constrains our language about reality, and especially of 
how direct (that is socially unmediated) contact with the world shapes our 
languages, so that they are not just about the human communities to which 
we HWﾉﾗﾐｪげく (Archer, 2000, p. 49) 
 
AヴIｴWヴげゲ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ヴW;ﾉｷゲデ ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗W ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデゲ ｷﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ デｴW ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ けIﾗﾐIWヴﾐゲげ that 
ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉゲ ｴ;┗Wが ;ﾐS ｴﾗ┘ デｴWゲW I;ﾐ SW┗Wﾉﾗヮ ｷﾐデﾗ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ I;ヴWWヴ けヮヴﾗﾃWIデゲげく TｴWゲW IﾗﾐIWヴﾐゲ 
and projects however are constituted within the けconstraints and enablementsげ of the 
ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉげゲ social world (Archer, 2003). Tｴ┌ゲが ｷﾐ デｴW IﾗﾐデW┝デ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ 
external curriculum reform, these personal concerns and career projects are central and 
may carry significant personal investment for teachers. However they are not independent 
of the structures of their social world (e.g. personal and career biographies, relationships 
┘ｷデｴ ヮWWヴ デW;IｴWヴゲが W┝ヮヴWゲゲｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ヮヴｷﾗヴｷデｷWゲが ﾏWSｷ; ヮﾗヴデヴ;┞;ﾉゲ ﾗa デｴW けｪﾗﾗSげ 
teacher) and indeed are partly constituted by them.  






Recommendations for the process of curriculum policy development and enactment 
Earlier it was argued that the outcomes of school science education are often linked directly 
with national economic progress, in common with mathematics education and language 
skills. The political importance of national economic progress results in many stakeholders 
beyond education holding a strong stake in science education outcomes. In many countries 
this has resulted in the inclusion of science within very visible and powerful accountability 
measures, e.g. high stakes national or regional testing of student attainment, and 
ヮ┌HﾉｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ けﾉW;ｪ┌W デ;HﾉWゲげ ﾗa ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ヮWヴaﾗヴﾏ;ﾐIWく “W┗Wヴ;ﾉ ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ヴW┗ｷW┘ 
have reported on the impact of such accountability measures on the responses of science 
teachers to external curriculum reform (Benson, 1989, Donnelly et al., 1996, Hughes, 2000, 
Kim et al., 2013, Olson, 1981, Wallace, 2012, Zembylas, 2004). The message from these 
studies is that policy makers who advocate such accountability measures need to consider 
carefully the ways in which these are likWﾉ┞ デﾗ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW デｴW SWデ;ｷﾉ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ Iﾉ;ゲゲヴﾗﾗﾏ 
activity. As shown by Kim et al. (2013), Donnelly et al. (1996) and Zembylas (2004) in 
particular, the key mechanism of influence in such systems is external assessment; there is 
ヮヴWゲゲ┌ヴW ﾗﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲ デﾗ けデW;Iｴ デﾗ デｴW デWゲデげく Tｴｷゲ ﾏWIｴ;ﾐｷゲﾏ ﾗa ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ ﾐWWSゲ デﾗ HW 
developed as a positive lever to support the detail of reform enactment. For example, 
curriculum reforms, such as the introduction of socio-scientific issues and associated ethical 
debates, need to include robust assessment items in these curriculum areas suitable for the 
full student attainment range. This is particularly important within school systems with high 
stakes accountability mechanisms based on student attainment on external examinations. 
Changes to the science curriculum have often involved significant shifts in the focus and 
form of curriculum content. The studies in this review include shifts towards context-based 
science teaching, teaching about ethical issues in the context of socio-scientific issues and 
teaching about the history and philosophy of science. Such shifts often take teachers some 
distance from their formal area of subject expertise: canonical science knowledge. The 
studies show that some teachers have been strongly challenged by what they see as an 
unjustified attack on the nature of their subject. For example, the middle school teacher 
Shelley resisted an imposed curriculum shift towards values and attitudes, preferring to 
continue her emphasis on teaching what she saw as the most important curriculum 
elements: fact acquisition, vocabulary and definitions (Cronin-Jones, 1991). Furthermore, 
ゲ┌Iｴ ゲｴｷaデゲ I;ﾐ HW W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWS ;ゲ Iｴ;ﾉﾉWﾐｪWゲ デﾗ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｷSWﾐデｷデｷWゲ (Kirk and 
MacDonald, 2001, Leander and Osborne, 2008, Ryder and Banner, 2013). These research 
findings have important consequences for curriculum development and enactment policy. 
Significant shifts in the science curriculum have major implications for the working lives of 
teachers. As a result, the timescale of their response anticipated by policy makers, e.g. in 
designing a piloting of the reform, needs to be considered in terms of years rather than 




months. Furthermore, policy makers need to provide significant and ongoing opportunities 
for teachers and curriculum reformers to engage critically in mutual reflection on the 
purposes of science education, and therefore what counts as legitimate curriculum content. 
“ｷｪﾐｷaｷI;ﾐデﾉ┞が ｷa デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｪﾗ;ﾉゲが HWﾉｷWaゲが ｷSWﾐデｷデｷWゲ ;ﾐS ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ ;ヴW デﾗ 
be engaged with appropriately, this needs to be a mutual reflection, rather than a 
ヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデ┞ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏWヴゲ ゲWWﾆ デﾗ けSW┗Wﾉﾗヮげ デｴW ┗ｷW┘ゲ 
of practising teachers. 
This review has also highlighted policy levers that can support, or constrain, teacher 
professionalism. Drawing from the definition introduced earlier professional teachers: have 
expertise in their subject and its teaching and are responsible for the further development 
of this expertise; are responsible for the outcomes of their work, for example in terms of 
student learning, and are held externally accountable for these outcomes; and exercise 
authority over the detail of their work in the classroom (Donnelly and Jenkins, 2001). In the 
specific contexts of external curriculum reform considered here, these elements of teacher 
professionalism highlight the need to achieve an appropriate balance between, on the one 
ｴ;ﾐSが けaﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ｷﾐｪげ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWケ┌ｷヴWﾏents and being led by associated 
accountability measures, and, on the other, exercising teacher authority over the detail of 
external reform enactment within the classroom. It is possible to get this balance wrong. 
Donnelly et al. (1996) provide striking e┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲ けIWSｷﾐｪ ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞げ ﾗ┗Wヴ デｴWｷヴ 
work to perceived external experts. Furthermore, this and other studies in this review show 
ｴﾗ┘ ｷﾐ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW ;IIﾗ┌ﾐデ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ ﾏWIｴ;ﾐｷゲﾏゲ I;ﾐ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ;ｷﾐ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヮヴ;IデｷIWが ﾗaデWﾐ 
┘ﾗヴﾆｷﾐｪ ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ デW;IｴWヴゲげ ﾃ┌Sｪments of good teaching. Following the definition above, such 
curriculum reform contexts do not promote the professionalisation of teaching. Indeed, 
referring to educational policy more broadly, B;ﾉﾉ ｴ;ゲ I;ﾉﾉWS ;デデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ デﾗ けデｴW デWヴヴﾗヴゲ ﾗa 
ヮWヴaﾗヴﾏ;デｷ┗ｷデ┞げが in which an overly constraining and prescriptive accountability mechanism 
can lead to a de-professionalisation of teaching (Ball, 2003). 
However, other studies in this review suggest that a more fruitful balance between external 
accountability and local authority can be achieved within appropriately constructed 
curriculum reform policy contexts. In the introduction to their study Squire et al. (2003) 
ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデ デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa けaﾉW┝ｷHﾉ┞ ;S;ヮデｷ┗W I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ;げき W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ ┘ｷデｴ 
mandatory core themes but sufficient flexibility to be adapted to local contexts. For 
example, the science teacher Vanessa SヴW┘ ┌ヮﾗﾐ デｴW IﾗヴW デｴWﾏW ﾗa け;ゲゲWゲゲﾏWﾐデ aﾗヴ 
ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪげ aヴﾗﾏ ;ﾐ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ヴWaﾗヴﾏが H┌デ Wﾐ;IデWS デｴｷゲ ｷﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ┘;┞ゲ ｷﾐ ｴWヴ ﾉﾗI;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デ 
(Wallace and Priestley, 2011). Crucially, Vanessa was positioned explicitly by curriculum 
developers as having responsibility for the local detail of enactment. This reform context 
provided Vanessa with: autonomy over local practices; extended time to develop reform 
implementation; ongoing participation within an inter-school teacher community; and 
ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ aヴﾗﾏ W┝ヮWヴデゲ ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏ ふｷくWく けHヴﾗﾆWヴゲげ ﾗa デｴW ヴWaﾗヴﾏぶく ‘Wﾉ;デWSﾉ┞が ｷデ ｷゲ 
striking that Penuel et al. (2009) found that extended time for local planning of enactment, 
rather than externally provided professional development activities, had the most impact on 




デW;IｴWヴゲげ ヮWヴIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ;ﾐS ｷデゲ ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐく “ｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴﾉ┞が Sヴ;┘ｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ 
Wallace (2012), it is likely that the genre of curriculum texts also impacts on teacher 
professionalism. Wallace shows that technically detailed, authoritative curricula texts can 
work against teacher professionalism, and suggests that more open curriculum standards 
can be experienced by teachers as externally guiding, yet also locally empowering.  
 
Conclusion  
The enactment of external curriculum reform in school science has significant implications 
for policy makers, teachers and students. This review has highlighted the need for 
stakeholders in curriculum reform to ensure a broad understanding of teacher and school 
response to such reforms, recognising: the necessarily extended timescale of this response; 
the role of factors personal to the teacher and how these interact with internal school 
factors; interactions with broader systemic reform initiatives and structures, often beyond 
science; the significant impact of teachers working within groups to make meaning of 
reform in local contexts; and the ways in which external curriculum reform can impact on 
teacher professionalism. The review has identified mechanisms that can support the 
effective enactment of external curriculum reform in local contexts. These mechanisms 
ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW けｪWﾐヴWゲげ ﾗa I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ aヴ;ﾏW┘ﾗヴﾆが IﾗｴWヴWnce between distinct local and 
systemic policies experienced by teachers, and support for inter-school teacher 
communities charged with local implementation. The professional teacher should be both 
accountable to external policy but also expected to exercise authority over the detail of 
their practice in response to external curriculum reforms. The recognition, and appropriate 
use, of such policy processes can provide an effective balance between external 
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National science curriculum revised in 2002. Content is specified, but not at grade 
level. Commitment to pedagogy of outcomes-based education (OBE): 
け;IｴｷW┗WﾏWﾐデ-oriented, activity-based and learner-IWﾐデヴWSげ ふヮΒヵぶく 
 
South Africa P Questionnaire (88 responses) followed 
by interviews with 14 teachers. 
Benson (1989) 
 
Government curriculum guide on the topic of nutrition. Involves teaching/learning 
of conflicting explanations of nutrition addressing epistemology of science (p331). 
 
Canada S Audio-recorded lessons, and interviews 
over four weeks with three teachers in 
one school. 
Bryce & Gray 
(2004) 
 
New qualification addressing social and ethical issues around biotechnological 
progress (p717). 
 
Scotland UpS Interviews with 10 teachers. 
Clark et al. 
(2011) 
 
New curriculum topic Chemical Systems (p273) with an emphasis on scientific 
literacy (Vision II) (Roberts, 1988). 
 




Qualification including the requirement to teach controversial environmental 
issues (p70). 
 
England UpS Series of interviews with three 




University-designed 20-lesson curriculum package on wildlife conservation. 
C┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ヴWaﾗヴﾏ aﾗI┌ゲぎ けゲW┗Wヴ;ﾉ ﾉWvels of knowledge as well as problem-solving 




  Two teachers. Researcher field notes 
and interviews over a six week period. 
Donnelly et al. 
(1996) 
 
IﾐデヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ;ﾐ けｷnvestigative skillsげ ゲデヴ;ﾐS in the national curriculum for 
science. 
England S Interviews with 45 teachers in 19 
schools over a two year period. 
 
Fernandez et al. 
(2008) 
 
New national curriculum for physics emphasising student investigations in the 
classroom, real world contexts, student-centred pedagogy and inclusion of 
science-technology-society issues (p194). 
 
New Zealand S Interviews with 10 teachers. 
Hanley et al. 
(2007) 
 
New qualification for 14-16 year olds: Twenty First Century Science. Includes 
Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲ ﾗﾐ けｷSW;ゲ-about-ゲIｷWﾐIWげ ;SSヴWゲゲｷﾐｪ デｴW ｪﾗ;ﾉゲ ﾗa ゲIｷWﾐデｷaｷI ﾉｷデWヴ;I┞ぎ S;デ; 
and its limitations; correlation and cause; theories; the scientific community; risk; 
England S Classroom observations and interviews 
with 12 teachers across nine schools. 
                                                          
3
 Primary to age 11 years. Secondary 11-16. Upper Secondary 16-18. 
4
 Middle School setting. Teachers working with fifth and sixth grade students. 








“;ﾉデWヴゲげ AS┗anced-Level Chemistry qualification emphasising science knowledge 
within social contexts, e.g. chemistry and air pollution. Related to goals of science-
technology-society (STS) movement (p426-429). 
 
England UpS Classroom observations and interviews 
with two teachers over nine months. 
Course documentation also examined. 
 
Kelly & Staver 
(2005)  
Discovery Works: ; けｴ;ﾐSゲ-on, activity-H;ゲWSげ ゲIｷWﾐIW ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏ ふヮンヲぶく Cﾗﾐゲｷゲデゲ ﾗa 
けデW┝デ-H;ゲWS ┌ﾐｷデゲ デｴ;デ ;ヴW ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデWS H┞ ﾆｷデゲ ﾗa ﾏ;デWヴｷ;ﾉゲげ ふヮンンぶく 
 
US P Questionnaires (175), interviews (14) 
and researcher field notes within a 
district of 13 elementary schools. 
 
Kim et al. (2013) 
 
New science national curriculum in Singapore, emphasising a shift towards a more 
けｷﾐケ┌ｷヴ┞-ﾗヴｷWﾐデWS ヮWS;ｪﾗｪ┞げ ふヮヲΓヲぶく  
Singapore P 41 teachers from five schools. 
Questionnaires, individual written 







New I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ゲヮWIｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ けｴW;ﾉデｴ ;ﾐS ヮｴ┞ゲｷI;ﾉ WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐげ within two states. 
Science-related topics include people and food, human health, and populations 
(p555-557). 
 
Australia S Teacher interviews (characteristics and 
numbers unclear). 
Larkin et al. 
(2009) 
 
IﾐデWｪヴ;デW “IｷWﾐIW Pヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏ ふI“Pぶく TWﾐ SWデ;ｷﾉWS デW;Iｴｷﾐｪ ┌ﾐｷデゲ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲｷﾐｪ けゲIｷWﾐIW 
processes, the unity of science, the nature of science, science skills, and the 
SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾗa ヴW;ゲﾗﾐｷﾐｪげ ふヮΒヱヴぶく 
 
US S Series of interviews with six teachers in 
one school.  
Leander & 
Osborne (2008) 
DW┗Wﾉﾗヮｷﾐｪ け;Iデｷ┗ｷデ┞-centred and inter-disciplined science curriculum and teaching 
ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲげ ふヮヲΑぶ ｷﾐ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ けゲデ;デW ;ﾐS ﾉﾗI;ﾉ W┝ヮWIデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ヴﾗ┌ﾐS IﾗﾐデWﾐデ ;ﾐS 
ゲデ;ﾐS;ヴSゲ ふぐぶ ぷ;ﾐSへ デW;IｴWヴ-articulated goals about how science should be taught 
に as hands-ﾗﾐ ｷﾐケ┌ｷヴ┞げ ふヮヲヴぶく 
US P Case studies of two teacher pairs. 
Classroom observations, interviews, 




National curriculum for science introducing a specification of science content (new 
at this level) and a requirement for practical work (p1044). 
 
England  P Single interviews with seven teachers; 
detailed case studies presented for 





A retrospective analysis of three phases of curriculum reform over 14 years: 
emergent and local; national curriculum; local inter-school standardisation of 
curriculum (p9-10). 
 
Netherlands S Two interviews with a chemistry 
teacher over one year (three non-
science teachers were also part of the 
study). 
 




Melville (2008)  
 
Cross-curricular Essential Learnings state-wide curriculum framework 
emphasising: thinking, communicating, personal futures, social responsibility and 
world futures (p1188). 
Australia S Audio recordings of regular school 
science department meetings over a 
two year period, supplemented by 
school documents. 
 
Melville et al. 
(2011) 
 
Teaching of science through enquiry (p2275). Canada S Three interviews with each of two 
teachers. 
 
Miller et al. 
(2010) 
 
“ヮWIｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けﾗ┌デIﾗﾏWゲ-H;ゲWS ┌ﾐｷデ SWゲIヴｷヮデﾗヴゲげ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; ﾉｷaW ゲIｷWﾐIWゲ 
qualification (p226). 
Scotland  UpS Sequence of interviews and classroom 
observations involving three life 
sciences teachers over one term (part 






けTﾗヮｷIゲ ｷﾐ AヮヮﾉｷWS “IｷWﾐIWげが ゲcience-technology-society (STS) curriculum (p352-
354). 
US S 14 teachers across two schools over six 
months. Classroom observations, 






“Iｴﾗﾗﾉゲ Cﾗ┌ﾐIｷﾉ IﾐデWｪヴ;デWS “IｷWﾐIW PヴﾗﾃWIデ ふ“CI“Pぶく IﾐIﾉ┌SWS ゲヮWIｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けｪﾗ;ﾉゲげ 
ふWくｪく ｴ;Hｷデゲ ﾗa IヴｷデｷI;ﾉ ｷﾐデWﾉﾉｷｪWﾐIWぶが けゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮゲげ ふWくｪく デW;IｴWヴ-teacher 
IﾗﾗヮWヴ;デｷﾗﾐぶが ;ﾐS けデWIｴﾐﾗﾉﾗｪ┞げ ふWくｪく science as a process) (p263). 
England S Eight teachers across three secondary 
schools. Each teacher interviewed four 
times over a three month period. 
 
Penuel et al. 
(2009) 
 
National Science Foundation (NSF) funded curriculum package: GLOBE. Provides 
curriculum materials and an online database for the teaching of earth sciences for 
students up to eighth grade (p662-664). 
 
US P Questionnaire responses from 225 
teachers across 51 schools. 
Rigano & Ritchie 
(2003)  
State-wide syllabus encouraging けゲデ┌SWﾐデ-IWﾐデヴWS ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪげ ;ﾐS けIﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷ┗ｷゲﾏげ 
(p299). 
 
Australia S Classroom observations and interviews 
with one teacher.  
Roehrig et al. 
(2007) 
 
NSF-funded Living by Chemistry curriculum package, characterised by real-world 
contexts and learning by enquiry ふデｴW けヵE ｷﾐケ┌ｷヴ┞ ﾏﾗSWﾉげぶ ふヮΒΒΑぶく  
 
US S 27 teachers across 12 schools, within a 
15-school district. Each teacher 
observed 6-8 times over one year, with 
a terminal interview. 
 
Ryder & Banner 
(2013) 
 
National curriculum for science emphasising the teaching of socio-scientific issues 
and the nature of science, alongside canonical science knowledge (p493).  
England S 22 teachers from 19 schools. Each 
teacher interviewed once per year over 
three years. 









IﾐデWｪヴ;デWS ゲIｷWﾐIWぎ けﾏﾗヴW ヮヴ;IデｷI;ﾉ ┘ﾗヴﾆ H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷ┗ｷゲデ ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪ デｴWﾗヴ┞げ 
(p719). 
 





け‘Waﾗヴﾏ デﾗﾗﾉゲ SWゲｷｪﾐWS デﾗ Iｴ;ﾐｪW ゲIｷWﾐIW デW;IｴWヴゲげ デｴｷﾐﾆｷﾐｪ ;Hﾗ┌デ ゲIｷWﾐIW ;ﾐS 
science instruction (national science standards, state-mandated science curricula, 
and associated criterion-ヴWaWヴWﾐIWS デWゲデｷﾐｪぶげ ふヮヴヰヱぶく  
 
US P Two teachers. Initial questionnaires 
followed by classroom observations 
and interviews over eight months. 
Squire et al. 
(2003) 
 
ActiveInk Air Quality module. A project/enquiry-based, technology-rich 





 Four teachers. Classroom observations, 





Enquiry-based Advanced Chemistry qualification (p661). 
 
US UpS Classroom observations and interviews 
with one けfocus teacherげ over a year.  
Additional interviews with others 
associated with this teacher. 
   
Vos et al. (2010) 
 
Chemie im Kontext teaching materials emphasising context-based teaching 
(p1415-1416). 
 
Germany S Four teachers. Documentation, 
classroom observations and interviews.  
Wallace (2012) 
 
Outcome-basWS け;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ;ヴｷ;ﾐげ I┌ヴヴｷI┌ﾉ┌ﾏ ゲデ;ﾐS;ヴSゲ ふヮヲΓヵが ンヰヰぶく 
 
US S Personal account of authoヴげゲ 





National reform context encouraging numeracy across the curriculum, and a 
regional reform encouraging use of assessment for learning strategies (p368). 
Scotland  S One science teacher within a broader 
study. Five interviews and classroom 




Teaching science within a high stakes testing regime. US P One teacher. Documentation, 
classroom observations and interviews 
over three years. 
 
Table 1 Summary of curriculum reform context and research methods for studies included in review  
                                                          
5
 Includes two high school teachers, one middle school teacher and a university teacher. 






PERSONAL  (TEACHER FOCUS) 
 
Personal factors relate to a デW;IｴWヴげゲぎ 
P1. subject knowledge; 
P2. pedagogical skills; 
P3. beliefs about the purposes of science education; 
P4. views about the epistemology of science; 
P5. beliefs about how students learn and his/her role in the classroom; 
P6. beliefs about the intentions of the curriculum reform; 
P7. perceived audiences for his/her work; 
P8. professional and personal biography; 
P9. professional identity. 
 
INTERNAL  (SCHOOL FOCUS) 
 
I1. Studentsげ SｷaaWヴｷﾐｪ backgrounds and aspirations 
I2. Studentゲげ interpretations of what counts as appropriate science curriculum content 
I3. Parental aspirations and their visibility to teachers 
I4. Availability of teaching resources (e.g. textbooks, practical activities) 
I5. Physical teaching spaces (e.g. laboratory provision) 
I6. Engagement of teachers in professional development activities 
I7. Science department working practices (e.g. collegial, fragmented) 
I8. School and departmental leadership style  
I9. What counts as appropriate assessment of student learning 
I10. LﾗI;ﾉ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ヮWヴIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW けｪﾗﾗSげが けヮヴﾗaWゲゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉげ デW;IｴWヴ 
I11. School ethos and priorities 
I12. Relation of the science curriculum reform to other reforms in the school 
I13. Role of inter-school mediators/brokers of reform 
 
EXTERNAL  (SYSTEMIC FOCUS) 
 
E1. Flexible versus prescriptive national/regional curriculum frameworks 
E2. Participation in ongoing, inter-school teacher networks 
E3. Other national/regional education reform agendas  
E4. Accountability measures (e.g. through external measures of student attainment, 
school league tables, school inspectorate policies) 
E5. Specifications for externally awarded science qualifications.  
 
 
Table 2 Factors influencing teacher response to externally driven curriculum reform  
 
 
 
